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COmmnt c01mR3nts
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I ntroductl on

My name Is Dr. Thomas B. bchran. I am a SenlOr Staff Scl en-
tl st at the Natura I Resources Defense Count! 1. Inc. (NRX).
NRDC Is a publ Ic Interest envl ronmen?ol protection organization
with extensl ve technical and POl Icy expertise on nuclear ro-
tters, represent i ng over 43,000 members and contributors In the
Un I ted States and abroad.

I have been a consu Itant to numraus government a~ncles on
rotters re I ated to nuc Iear energy, I nc I ud I ng the Oepartmnt of
Energyts (DOE) Energy Research Advl sory ward (ERAB), OOEIS
Nonprol I feratlon Advisory Panel, and the Energy R%sear* and
Development Admlnlstratlon’s (ERDA) LNFBR Revlw St6erl ng Can-
m! **53. I currently serve on ERABIS Techn Ical Panel on Mag-
netic Fusion, which was establ lsh~ b’f the Magnet Ic Fusion En-
ergy Engl neerl ng Act of 1980 (P. L. 96-386). I am al= a member
of the Three Ml Ie Island (TMl ) Publlc Health Fund Advlmry
Board, the Nuc Iear Regu Iatory Commlsslonts (NRC) TMI AdvJsory
Cumnlttee, and the NRC*S Specl a I Study of Nuclear Qual I ty As-
surance. I am the prlncl pal t6chnlcal =Pert on bhal f of ~DC
1n the 11tens I ng proceedl ngs for the C 11nch RI ver Breeder
Reactor.

I am the mthor of The L i qu I d Mets I Fast Breeder Reactor: An
Env!ronfnental and Economic CrItlque Johns Wopkl flS Unl WFSltY
Press, 1974 ), Co-edliu r of the Nuc I ear Weapons Datahk ser I es
and co-author of Volume 1: U.S. Nuc Iear Forces and Capabi IItles
(Bal Ilnger, 1983, In press).

I have a Ph.D. degree In physics, an M.S. degree In physics,
and a B.E. degree In electrical en91 n~rl n9 frOm Vand$rbi I*
Unlverslw. I was a Health Physics Fel Icu under the Atomic
Energy Caaml ss I on’s radl at Ion tra I n I ng program.

Whi Ie there are several Important Issues re Iated to the PrO-
posed start-up of the new L-reactor, my stat-nt WI I I b 1i m-
it~ to two Issues: First, IS the L-reactor safe ‘- does if
meet the ml n I Nm safety standards Imposed bf the WRC on
I I tensed C-rcl a I Power reactors? Second, can the operation
of the L-reactor te d3 Iayed long enwgh to Incorporate needed
envlronmntal and safelv technologies without risk to natlona I
securlfy?
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C0nmk3nt COnhmnts
number

Responses

1. The L-Reactor Safety Issue

Turning f lrst to the -fety Issue, It nust k recogn Ized that
WE f ac I I 1t I es, such as the new L-reactor, are not I Icensed bf
the NRC. It Is DOE IS POI Icy, however, to conform where ap.ra-
prlate to al I MC envlronnmntal and safew regu Iatlons, or, at
a mlnlnum, fv meet the Intent of these regu Iations. In DOEIS
own words:

Although DOE production fact I Itles are not
subJect to regu Iatlon ~ the Nuc Iear Regu la-
tory Coimnlss ton (t$lC ), DOE and 1ts contrac-
tors mnf orm tu I nterna I Iy prcinu I gated
gu I des that, where appropr I ate, para I el or
meet the Intent of those of the NRC. !

For reactors I lcensed by the tt7C, the f undamenta I rqu Iat Ions
that btermlne the 8d~U0Cy of the site and the design of the
-nta I nmntlconf I nement Systm for I I ml t I ng exposure to the
public In the went of a -vere =cldent are mhdled in 10 CFR
Part 100, Reactor Site Criteria (27 Fed. Reg. 3509 ( 1962)).
These regu Iat Ions, uh Ich were tive I oped pr I or Iu the separat Ion
of the Atofnlc Energy Cunmlsslon (AEC) Into ERDA (nw 00E) and
the NRC, have ben used for Iwo hcades b jud~ the &equacy
of bth ~C and DOE fact 1ltles and sites. There Is no dekte
over whether the purpose and intent of these regu Iat Ions @p I y
to DOE facl Iltles. In fact, 00E and its wntractor, OuPc.”t,
have used 10 CFR Part 100 on numerous occasions to judge the
adequacy of a wide varlew of contalnmntlconf lnemnt

lE. 1. dupo”t de N-urs ~ CO. z ‘Safety Analysis of Savannah
R I ver Product Ion Reactor Operat Ion, n DPSTSA-1 00-1, Rev I S*
Sept. 1983 (hereafter ‘1983 SARn), P. 5.
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-n+ bnumnts Res~nses
mumkr

a Iternat I ves for the product Ion reectors at SW. 2 Less than
thrm years after 10 CFR Part 100 regulations were Wunul@td,
SRP of flclals noted with respect to 10 CFR Part 100 dose
I Imlts,

~h6Se values do not Constitute legal II MltS . . . . It nny k
expected. however, that do- I I ml ts greater +h~n those shown I n
the regulation WI I I meet with AEC opposition. n

%mnorandum frcin W. S. D.rant to E. C. Net son, ‘Proposed
Containment Shel I for Bul I ding 10=, N Tech. Oiv. Savannah
RI ver-Laboratory (SRL ), DPST-64-423. Jan. 29, 1965.

Roger E. cooper and Bernard C. Rusche, ‘The SRL Meteoro Iogl ca I
~r and Of f-S I te Oose Calcu Iat Ions, n SRL, w-l 163, Sept.

.

M-randum from S. P. TI nn= to G. F. 14erz, ‘Al rborne Act I VI ty
Conf I nmnt Systmn Base Case Des Ign Basls Accl dent, * Tech.
DIV. SRL, DPsT-79441, JUIY 19, 1979.

Memorandum from S. P. Tlnnes to G. F. Merz, nAlrborne Actlvlty
Conf I n~nt System Performc.nce F I rst FI ve Hours After R-ctor
Accl dent, n Tech. DI v. SRL, DPST-79-555, Nov. 1, 1979.

M-rendum from S. P. TI nnes to D. A. Ward, ‘Al rborna Act I VI t y
Unf I n-nt Systa Perfomnce More Than F I ve Hours After OBA, n
Tech. 01 v. SRL, 0P3T-BO-5S8, Oct. 3, 1980.

Mmrandum from A. G. Evans, J. B. Pr I ce, and S. F. Petry to
D. A. Ward, wProposed AI rborne Conf I nmnent Systm, w Tech. 01 v.
SRL, DPST-81-596, July 23, 1981.

M-randum from W. L. PI I I I nger to T. V. Crawford. Wadlolodlne
Releases from Carbn F I I ter Desorpt Ion for Dose Cal cu Iat Ions I n
Reactor SAR,. T@h. 01 v. SRL, OPST-82-960, Oct. 29, 1982.

%~randum frcin W. S. Durant to E. C. Hel -n, oPST-64423,

*. V.j at P. 3.
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C.numnt COnnmnts Respons~
number

In ~ statement be I W, I w1 I I demonstrate that the L-reactor
does not cunply with the reaulr~nts of 10 CFR Part 100 as
1nterpretedby’the~C In tier20 yearsof appl I cation. i-wl I I
then explaln how 00E In Its draft environmental
rmnt has att~ted tQ obfuscate the L-r~tor *S

C-IY with 10 CFR Part 100 reaulremnnts.

Impact state-
fal lure tu

A. Reaulrements of 10 CFR Part 100

The requl r~nts of 10 CFR ! 100.11 are r~roduced in Appendix A
to th Is statement. These gu I de I I nes specl f y reference va I ues
for the maximum radlatlon dose an Indlvldual Is permitted to
recel w at the outer boundar I es of the p Iant and the so-cal led
n I.YU POPUI at Ion Zone. n The reference dose V?II ues for toth
bundarles are 25 rem to the whole tidy and 300 r- to the thy-
rol d. In assessing c.ampliance with 10 CFR Part 100, WE as-
sumes that the bundarles for the SRP site and the Ica papu la-
t Ion zone are I dent Ica 1. Thus, at SRP a I I doses are canputed
at the site boundary. The doses are ca I cu Iated for a Z-hour
exposure and for a 12Ghour exposure, the latter Intended to
cover the tlnm period for the entire passage of the ‘radlo-
atilve Cloud, m as required by the regulation. Since the
reactor Iocatlons and site boundat-f are already specl f led at
SW and thus cannot ta altered, this dose assessmnt Is used to
test whether the contal nment/conf I nement tech no I ogy at the
product Ion reactor 1s adequate, or ~ether It mst k upgraded
to meet mlnlfnum safe~ r.9qulr-”ts.

B. Comutat Ion of the Maxi Nm S I te Boundary Doses

There are three procedures necessary Iu eve I uate COMPI I ante
with 10 CFR Part 100 requlremnts. First, the source a“d
amount of radloactlvl~ releas~ to the contalnm”t bf a ~r.
tlcularly severe accident (ref8rr- to as the ‘source termn)
nu$t be specl f led. Sacond, the atnuspherlc dl sperslon of
radlolsot~s. as th~ are carrl ed bI the wind to the site
boundary, must k computed. Third, the afmunt of rd Iation
amrbed bf an individual at the site boundary mst k COIII-
putd. In -h case, the methodology has been establlshd ~
fwo decad- of reactor I I tens 1ng experience and regu Iatory
gu I dance.

,, ,, ,,,., .,, ,.,,, ,,!, ,, >,.! ,,, ! ,, ,,, ,, ,., ,,,, ,:, ,,.
,, ,,
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&mment COfnmnts Responses
num~r

BL-I The 10 CFR Part 100 source term for I I ght water reactors ( LWRS)
assu - a fu I I core meltdown with the rr!ease to the contaln-
mnt tit Idlng of 100% of I,,e noble gases, 50S of the Iodine
(half of wh(ch (s assuti to plate out wlthln a short time),
and 1$ of the r-ln(ng ffssfon products (specf fled In the NRC
gufdance docuwnt, TID 14844). We W( 1 I concentrate on the
noble ~ses and iodine since these are the imst troublesome i“
term of the exl st ( ng L-r~ctor conf 1nant techno logy.

The rqu Iatlc,nsIn 10CFR 100do not assurrmor requlre the
assumption of ‘la ful l-core mltdc.wn. r, Rather, the footnote to
10 CFR 100.11 (8) clearly Ind Icates ,,accldentai events, that
would resu It In pote”tl a} hazards not exceedd bf those from

-.
an acc i dent COns 1dered cred I b le. Such accl dents have P~-

~ubstantlal meltdown of the care
with subsequc,nt release of appr~able q“ant(t(es of ffss(o”
productsvr lemphas(s addd). ‘FIJI l-core mltdowntt 1s not qua 1
to !“substantlal meltdcun,,; the 10 CFR 100 reference to TID-
14841 part (ctl Iar Iy notes that: ‘The talc” Iat Ions descrl bed [(n
TID-148441 may k used as a PI.? of depar+ure for CO”S ldera-
tlon of particular site rqulremnts which my result frum
eva lust fon of the characterlst f cs of a part f cu Jar reactor, j ts
yurpcse and n~ TtI us, the
source-term *]ssumpt Ion c1 ted 1s not mndated for use, e(ther In
10 CFR 100 or (n TID-14844.

The WC 1Icer,sl ng of the Fort St. Vraln reactor (s an example
of a reactor I I ce”s6d wI th recogn I t (on of the d ( f ferences k-
tween Its des I gn and the des I gn of I lght-water reactors
(LWS). Thfs reactor does not have a conta(~e”t tie, ~t has
a Iternat Ive safe~ features that the N7C cons (ders to be ade-
quate. Recqin (z(”g the hfgh heat capac(ty of th IS graph fte-
mderatd re?, ctor, no fuel msltl ng was assumed when spec(f ylng
the murce tf,rm for “se with 10 CFR 100. Release of gases as a
resu Itof core heat”p (not melting) was assud over a period
of hours, no? (nstantan-sly as (s canmnly assured for LWS.
Furthermore, release of o“ Iy 5.5 percent of the halo~ns In the
reactor core was assured, rather than the 50 percent canmun 1y
assuw for l.hRs.
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Commnt Cmmnts Responses
numhr

BL-2 An Immediate qusstlon IS raised: Is this LWR source term
appropr I ate for the SRP product Ion reactors g 1ven the 1r d ! f fer-
ences In des lgn? The answer IS yes. As noted above, WE has
adopted the (dent (cal source term for Judging the adequacy o~
the conf IneMnt systm for exlstlng SRP production reactors.
AS shown b I w, however, WE has responded to recent contro-
versy by attmpt I ng to chan~ th Is source term for the
L-reactor, with only the thinnest of justlf lcat(0n9.

The second step (n the calculation--atnwspherlc d( s~rsfon--ls
calcu Iated acmrdl ng to WC Regu latory Gufdel Ines. S1 nce the
rnaxlmum Indlvldual dose m Icu tat (on Is Intended to te canserva-
tlve, the Speclfld meteorology has a Ion probabl Ilty of occur-
rence. At SW, less favorable yt-rology and h Igher doses are
expectd only 0.5$ of the tlm.

4 See references cited at page 3. For Ifcens Ing the Cl ( nch
R Iver Br#er Re=tor, 00E and NRC haVe adopted the usual LwR
source term (100$ of the noble gases, 50% of the halogens, and
11 of the flsslon products) Plus IS of the plutonlum in the
core (NRC, “Sfte Su(tab( I(ty Rewrt fn the Matter of Cl Inch
Rfver Breder Reactor Plant, tr NUREG-0786, June 1982,
P. I I 1-81. Even for thi S radical IY different reactor design,
the assured noble ~s and iodfne source terms are Identical to
those for the LwR and the product Ion reactors at SRP.

5Accord I ng to the 1983 SAR, ,,oose~ are c~p”t~ by tio meth-

ods. The f(rst method computes, for the entire site (al 1 16
sectors), a dose (either Inhalat Ion or who 1.3 body) that would
be exce~ed only 5% of the tl~. The result (s referred to as
the 95th percentIle vaI ue. The second method conIputes for each
sector a dose value that wou Id be exceeded only 0.5$ of the
time (a 99.5th percent! le procedure). The maximum dose fOr al I
s=tors Is then cmpared to the 95th percent 1 I e dose for the
who Ie site, and the h lgher of the two val Ue5 IS rePOrt*.

For the SRP s ( te, the second method (99. 5th percent ( Ie worst
s=tor) gl ves tises ( bt h thyro( d and who 18 bdy ) at the s Ite
taundary that are about a factor of two higher than the value
obtained with the first mthod (95th Pf3rcentlle whole site). n
Id. at p. 15-74.

Although early safety sysfms analyses dld adopt a 100-percent
core-melt accl dent as a ~s(s for assessl ng SRP reactor con-
fln-nt systens to assure a conservative uppr bound during
develop faent of a Cmprehens(ve acclknt analysls progrm, ~E
has never adopted a 100-percent C0r8-~1 t source term as a r-
qu I r-nt for assess f ng the adequacy of SRP production reactor
conf In-nt systms In tera!s of 10 CFR 100. Furthermore, I f
subJect to NRC I (tens Ing requl rements, WE uou Id not necessar-
I Iy ba required to do so (see the respanse to BL-I ). The 1983
Safety Ana I ys Is Report (DPSTSA-I 00-1 ) canpares the consequences
of four types of accidents that bound the conseqwnc- of
cred lble accfdents to !0 CFR 100 reference doses assum( ng
wteorologfca I 95 percent condlt Ions, consistent with those

~Plcal IY used to assess conformance to 10 CFR 100. of the
four accidents, the one yl el ding the mxlmum consequences (the
accident r~ult Ing fran a reloadlng error) Is the appropriate
acctdent for cmparl=n with 10 CFR 100 crlterla.

Prevlo”s SARS and other studies, lncludl ng the cited refer-
ences, revlmed a spectrum of accidents ranging from the cr6d-
Ible to the not credfble, fncludlng a 100-percent core frmlt, In
assess I ng the safety of SRP reactor operat Ions. Th Is sam ap-
proach, lnc Iudl ng cons (derat ion of an 1 l-percent core nmlt and
a 100-percent core mlt was used (n the preparation of the 1983
SAR to present again the tots I lty of rl sks, not Just the r(sk
of accidents prescribed by regu Iatlons appl I cable to commercial
reactors. Although the types and severity of @cl&nts con-
sidered dld not change, the method of presenting the results
was chang6d to Improve clarl~ and readab( I Ity of the report
and to p“t the results (n perspective relatlve to risk.

,, ,, ,,,., .,, ,.,,, ,,!, ,, >,.! ,,, ! ,, ,,, ,, ,., ,,,, ,:, ,,. ,, ,, ,,, ,,, ,,,:, ,,
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COnbwnt comments Respons6s
numbsr

BL-3 Us I ng tits Wesented In the 1983 SRP Product Ion Reactor Safety Consistency with 10 CFR 100 does not requl re consideration of
Analysls Report ( 1983 SAR), one an compute the maximum lndl - the release of 100 percent of the noble gases and 50 prcent of
vldual whole body and thvrold dos= at the L-reactor Site the Iodl ne. See the responses to Cunnnts BL-1 and BL-2.
bcundarv to test compl lance with 10 CFR Part 100. Table 154
of the 1983 SAR, r6producd I n Append I x B to th Is statement,
reports the who Ie kdy and thyroid dos= asmclatd with lZ and
3S core damage at the L-reactor. These doses are ksed on the
assu~t Ion that 1% core damage wou Id resu It I n al rkrne release
of 1$ of the noble @ses and trltlum and 0.5$ of the Iodine
(1983 SAR, p. 1549). This source term value for 1% core
damage need only be scaled up fu 100S, or ful I core da~ge, tv
be consistent wI th the approprl ate 10 CFR Part 100 source
ternr-release of 100% of the noble gases and S@ of the
Iod I ne. The resu It I ng dos- for the n- L-reactor wou I d be:

Ca Icu lated Oose(rem)

Acc i dent If8teoro IOgy 120-hour— —

10 CFR Part 100 Surce
term (100$ noble gas &
30$ Iod I ne ret ease 99. 5th
frcum fuel) percent I Ie 220 1050

10 CFR Part 100
Reference Va Iues 25 300

As an ta *en, the new L-reactor does not meet ml nl Wm safety
requlraments for the control of radio.actlvlty releases In the
avant of a severe accl dent. I f -ngress said tomorrow, ‘This
r~ctor nust be I Icensed w the ~C,II 00E NM Id have no choice
hJt tu I reprove the conf I nmnent system I n order fu trap abcut
90S of the nob Ie gases released f ran the reactor core after a
severe accl dent.
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-nt bfmnents Respons6s
numhr

c. D2E’s Efforts to Mask L-Reactor Non-Co~ 11ante HI th 10 CFR
Part 100

BL4 In response to extensive public crltlclsm questioning the
L-reactorfs =fety and Its lack of a containment tul I dl ng, DOE
has developd the fol IwI ng ar9unnt to def Iect attention fran
the L-reactorts fal lure to rnnet 10 CFR Part 100 r~ulrmnents.
DOE nw c la I ms that there are no cred I b I e L-reactor acc I dents
that cw Id result In fuel mlti ng of mre than 3~ of the reac-
tor core and, @sequently, that one s~uld assufm a design
bsls accident and a murce term wh Ich are 30 tires smal Ier
than 00E and WC previous I y assumed. Sased on these assump-
tions, DOE argues, the of fslte doses associated with al I cr6d-
1ble L-reactor accidents are wet I wlthln 10 CFR Part 100 gulde-
I Ine values. This argument simply cannot withstand scrutiny.

%he term .d.slg” inslsw is used In the context of wc Iear
I Icenslng b denote the range of postu Iated accidents for * Ich
It Is requlrd tv provide protection In the fonm of englnwred
safety features syst~. For purposes of 10 CFR Part 100, the
f47C equates ndesl~ tasls accldentsn with ncredlble accidents. n
The 10 CFR Part lM source term nust be greater than that
resultl ng from any ‘credl blew or ‘design bslsn accident.

See the response to c.ammnt EkL-2.

The 3-~cent core-me It 8CCI knt was se Iected for cOmpOr I son to
10 CFR 100 dose criteria because It Is a mJor ~cldent, postu-
lated from the consl deratlon of pcsslble accident events, that
wou Id result In ptentlal hazards not exc-ed ty those from
any accident considered credible. C Iearly, the l-percent
design Ilmlt for the Emergency Caoll ng Systm (ECS) cou Id nd
b considered Ilmlting for site uvaluatlon because It Is not
the U18XImm cred I ble acc I dent.

It Is Incorrect I y Inferred here and throughout th Is statmnt
that the ECS Is *S Igned to I I ml t core damage ta 1 percent i n
the event of the mxlmum credible L~A. For al I credible
LCCAS, no fuel melting Is anticipated (see SAR, page 1S44).
The l-percent design bsls referred to Is, In fact, a I Imlt
aPPl ied to the retior power level to Ilmlt core amage to 1
percent In the event of a hypothet I ca I Maxlnufiate leak (an
accident that Is not considered credl ble, as dl scussed below)
accompan I d by two other c1 rcurnstances that render two of the
thr6e mrgency coo Iant I nJect Ion systems I nef feet i we.

The hypothet Ica I IMXl mum rate leak Is assumed to resu I t f ran an
abrupt, double-ended break of a large pipe. Such a break Is
not considered credl ble because stal nless-steel pipe 1n the
I ow-temperature, low-pressure, I ow-corros Ion condl t Ions of SW
reactors mu I d not undergo abrupt Catmtrwhl c f a I I ure. The
* conditions assumed to render two-thirds of the emergency
coo Iant I nJect Ion systm I nef feet 1ve contend that the keak
occurs I n one of the lnJectlon Ii nes and that sow unspecl f led
fal lure of an actl w cmpnent disables one of the two
remalnlng lnJectlon lines.
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DOE apparent I y b9ses th Is argument on the fact that the SRP
emergency core cool I ng systems (ECCS) are currently d?sl~o~ to
Ilmlt core ~ltlng fu no ~eater than 1$ of the fwl.

aiso Wlnts to its estimtes that a fuel relo.gdlng wcldent at
SRP would resu It In no greater than 3~ core fneltl ng ( 1983 SAR,
p. 15-69). OCEIS claim that this 1-3X fuel M91tlng figure
should b plugged Into the 10 CFR Part 100 source term analysts
flies In the face of bth 00EIs wn analysis of existing SRP
reactors and ~C1s treatmnt of I Icensed comrcl al reactors.

BL-5 To @ln with, neither DOE nor KC has ever used ECCS design
crlterla as a hsls for Judging the -equacy of the mnf I “etne”t
sysfw under 10 CFR Part 100. For I I ght water p~er reactors,
and h I stor Ica I iy for the DOE production raactors, M7C and DOE
ham assuti a fu I l-core meltdown and the tradltlona I 10 CFR
Part 100 source term as the design bsls accident for the con-
f Inement syst~ me 10 CFR Part 100 r~ulrements were In-
tended tv provide a substantial addl tlonal layer of conserva-
tism above and beyond that provided by efmrgancy core cml I ng
and other safety features @signed to mltlgate agal nst design
ksls accidents. In other words, when 10 CFR Part 100 was
deve I oped, the AEC decl ded that, even 1f the p Iant were
des Ign6d to prevent and mltl~te against al I credible acci-
dents, the posslbl Ilfy for a much nure serious, though highly

\

7DOE has pstu Iated two classes of DBAS for ~ lch the SW
ECCS skuld & capable of providing protection: l~s-c.f -
coolant and Ioss-of-clrcu Iatlon (J. W. Joseph, Jr., and R. C.
Thorn krry, .Ana I ys Is of the Savannah R I ver Reactor Emergency
tire Cool Ing System, n SRL, OPST-70+63, Oct. 1970, p. 13). I n
1970, OuPont sstlmated that the mx!mum rnunt of core fmltlng
for which the ECCS could k mal”talnd was 10$. Id. at p. 17.
Today, SRP establ Ishes Cperatlng power I Imlts *s~n.3d to. Ilmlt
core darna~ fran Ioss-of-cmlant and Ioss-of-clrcu Iatlon acci-
dents to less than 1S. 1983 SAR, pp. 15-51, I 5-54.

The ECS par fcmrnmnce has “o direct bar! ng on the .adq”acy of
the conf I nmnt system. as eva i uated, because the accl dent
caus i ng the g!reatest core damge ls not a I oss-of %m Iant accl -
&nt (L fXA); It Is, rather, a f-l nmlt resulting fron a r6-
Ioadlng crltlcallty accik”t that Is not mltlgated In any way
by ECS performance. The fact that the mst severe crd I b Ie
accl dent at the L-Reactor Is a crltlca I lty acclk”t (rather
than a L~A for a pwer reactor) reap has Izes the need to con-
sider ‘the character lstl= of a partlcu Iar reactor. (10 CFR
100, note) 1r. arrlvl ng at OpprOprlate 50urce terms.
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binlent Comnis Responses
numbsr

Improbble, accident w Id never te canpletel y dl scounted, and
therefore Its rnnswuences must be cons I derf when s I t I ng the
plant and d8slgnl ng the cuntal nment Systm. As lmplement52,
the IO CFR Part 100 regu Iatlons state that the mjor accident
from wh Ich the source term should be Cal Cu Iated has ‘g3neral IV
been assumed to resu It in substantla I rneltdmn of the core with
suts~uent release of a preclable quantities of fission

m;~ti~Ltin~;~’;;;”;<;tdh;;fi;k7;G;n
should not be ksed on ECCS desl~ criteria.

EL-6 Second Iy, NEIS argurmnt, If carrl ed to Its logical cone Iuslon
and appl (d to tU7C-1 Icensed reactors, wou I d result In a can-
plete anomaly. DOE c lal~ that, since SRp reactor ECCSS are
deslgnd to limit fuel rmlting to 1S, the 10 CFR Part 100 doses
should b calcu Iated, and the ad~uaq of the contal nment
tested, msed on the If f i gure. Yet, reactor ECCSS Ii tens
the NRC are designed to permit no fuel fneltlng NhatSever.

~%

Accord I ng tv DOE 0s log I c, RC- 11tensed reactors wou I d not sven
need contal nmnt Ml Idl rigs, since there would be no 10 CFR pati
100 of fslte tises at al I bsed on the ECCS n-fuel -mltlng cri-
teria. This absurd resu It underscores the weakn6ss of DOE*S
argument and bnunstrates the need to assure sufficient cunse~
vatlon by basing 10 CFR Part 100 upon a substantial fneltdown
accident, rather than on ECCS design criteria.

As Indlated In Table 4-22 of the ~aft EIS, the Ilmltlng
accident Is *rived fran a relmdl ng crltlcal lty,S::ignL~A;
therefore, I t Is unaffected bf ECS performance.
4.2.1.5 and Table 4-24 of the draft EIS further assess the
ef feet I veness of the conf 1nement systm for a p-tu Iated
lo-percent core fmlt lns6d on the NRC ~AC2 metbdolcgy.

Also see the response to Ccfnnmnt BL+ concern! g the design of
the SRP ECS.

8Atomlc Energy COMmlSSIO” Reactor S Ite Crl teria, RwOr* ~
the 01 rector of Regu Iation bf the Director, Llcens Ing and
R6gu Iatlon, AEC* 2/39, Appendix D at P. 9.

BL-7 ‘As noted prevlous!y, the precdent with regard b bth See the responses to canmnts BL-1 and BL-2.
cornmrcl a I power reactors and production reactors has ben to
Interpret ‘SU bstant I a I me I tdown with subsequent re lease of
appreciable quantities of f I sslon products” fv man ful I core
WI tdown WI th the I nstantanecus release to the conta I nmnt or
conf Inement system of 100% of the noble gases, 50S of the
lo$!ne, and 1X of the rmalnl ng f Isslon products.

BL-8 l~he MC ~~~ums ~S ~ design b91s accident a 10ss-of-cm lant See the reswnse to cammnt BL4.
accl dent caused ~ a doub Ie-ended PI pe Weak. Reactors mst b
designed to permit no fuel fneltl ng from this accl dent, even
assuming the sing Ie fal lure crlterlon.
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COnnmnt COmmnts
number

Responsos

BL.-9 Furthenmre, even I f DOE were somehow correct In bs f ng the 10
CFR Part 100 analysfs upn the ECCS design crlter(on, the 1-3$
fuel nwlt figure ts s+(I I far tw Icu to t!e considered the mx-
lmm credible accident. The ECCS destgn crltorlon of not rmre
than 1$ fuel melt(ng Is bsed on the single failure crlterlon,
wh i c.h assu~ that an acc i dent--e. .~ a PiP.3 break--f. ,CCW
panled ty the must detrlfnental a ure of a s(ngle active a-
ponent of the system. Mmn cause f a ( I ures, wh f ch cou 1d cause
simultaneous fat lure of two or mre active canponents, could
cause fuel me It f ng beyond that estab 1I shed as the ECCS ~A.
FOI- example, the accident at Three M/ Ie Island Un It 2 was ‘~
yond the deslw basis of the ECCSn In that there were mult(p Ie
faf lures of active canponents, resultlng 10 claddlng, and Pos-
sible fuel melting well beyond the ECCS design Ilmfts.

BL-10 The Three Mf Ie Island mcldent pal ntS UP another flaw (n the
DOE ana 1ys (s of ‘cred I bl en acc ( dents at SRP. DOE assuw that
the percent release of noble Wses Is directly proportional to
the percentage of fuel melted, ~ 3$ fuel ~itlng resu]ts fn
the re I ease of 3S of the noble gases. To the contrary, at TM I
Unit 2, the percentage of the noble YS I nventow released was
severs I t (ms the percentage of the core damaged.

See the resp’>nse b canwnt BL-4 concerning def f nlt Ion of ECS
d=lgn crlterlon.

Since the startup of SRP reactors, a cent! nul ng ef fort has ben
devotd to rev I w of the et f ect ( veness of the reactor safety
syst- and the upgradl ng of the systems. These rev( ews have
included analysfs of what has cane to k known as ‘Icmnun
cause. fal lure males. Where cred(ble fa I lure males of this
nature have been f dent ( f ( & and cons fderd to k of !mpc.rtance,
design or operational changes have teen Implefmnted to cope
with the fa( lure nudes. Several examples of the design changes
lmplmnted to COP with Canmn c&ise fa I lures of the ECS are
described In Appendix J of the EIS (see the discussion of sub-
mersible addltlon valves, page J-9, ( so lat (on val ves, page
J-1 1, n= SUMP PUMPS, page J-1 1, 36-ln&-high dams, page J-12,
and autofrmtic fncldent action sensors, page J-12). The ECS
header r~reSentd a un ~que fal lure po(nt In that a mss(ve
Ie* fran the heakr could f lmd the reactor bsement, Pms fbly
causfng a ‘lass of pump(ngn accident while at the sanm tlw
possibly renderl ng the ECS Incapable of COPI ng with the acci-
dent. To overcane this deflclency, a series of Isolatlon
valves were Instal led tn the mld-1970s.

The risk analyses dlsassed {n the EIS and 1983 SAR include
est(mtes of r=ogn (zeal Cred(ble cannun cause fal lures, Wt do
not mke an arbltra~ al lowance for nonspeclf IC cannun cwse
fal lures.

The assertion that ‘at TMl Unit 2, the percentage of the noble
gas Inventory released was se-ral t(mes the percentage of the
core damagedn (S without foundation. *t recent rnt(fnat- of
TM I-2 core condftlon suggest that a WIY Iarw portfon fs
damaged. It Is slgnl f Icant to note that despite the large core
damage, quantlt(es of radlolodfne releasd frcin the - Iant
system were MI nute canparfd to the ful I-cor-mlt estl IMte.
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BL-1 I In any case, the question of ~ether fuel melting beyond 3$ is The conf I nmnt systen for L*eactor NOUI d met the dose
‘Credl bl~ or ‘Incredl ble, n fran the standpoint of the E~S crlterla of 10 CFR 100, were they to apply (s@ draft EIS
criteria, 1s Irrelevant fran the standpol nt of the mnf Inament Tables 4-22 and 4-24; also see the response to canment BL-
systm des Ign requ I rennts. The conf I nenmnt systm nust meet
10 CFR Part 100 requirements. It nust mlntaln off-site hes
below 10 CFR Part 100 guldel Ine values, assuml ng the release of
100S of the noble gases, If It Is to achieve Its ndefense-ln-
depthw obJectlve of Ilmitlng the risk to the publ Ic If a mre
serious accident, not normal Iy cons lder8d cred I ble, shou Id
occur. As shown above, the L-reactor s I mpI y does not meet
these requl rmnts.

.1).

EL-1 2 As a separate rotter, NE has attempted to use probbl I Istlc
risk analyses fu bolster its argument that accidents resu Itl ng
In mre than 1-3S ful melting are not ‘credible. m In essence,
DOE c Ial m that nure severe ace; dents are not cred 1ble since
the protabl Ity of their occurrence IS less than one In a

&ml I I Ion ( 10 ) per reactor year of cperatlon. The calcula-
tions cited In the DEIS (Vol. 1, p. 4-54; Vol. 11, pp. G44 to
G48) refer tu est 1mates made 1n a r6cent I nterna I OuPont
-randum (J. P. Church to O. A. Ward, ‘Risk Estimates for SW
Product Ion Reactor Operat Ion, m DPsT-83-711, Aug. 26, 1983).
Th Is I nterna I ducu~nt, however, POI nts cut that the rl Sk
assessment w I I I not be COMPIeted for about two years and that

Four accidents * Ich bound the @sequences of Credible accl -
~nts are reviewed and dl scussed In the EIS and the 1983 SAR.
The tindi “g accidents were selected bf fo I IONI ng the tr8di -
tlcma! approach tu reactor safety analysis bf analyzl ng the
cOnseq uences of ‘worst case cred I b le. and we” _ .“o”cr~-
Iblen accidents bsad on the S!ngle failure criteria. Both
tnechanlstic and probnbl I Istic argumnts -ere used to define the
‘worst case cred 1b le. acc I dents. Best est Imtes of the pro ba-
bl I I ty of occurrence of these =cI dents are present~ 1n the
EIS In order to define as 8ccurately as passlble not only the
consequences of these mcldents Lut al so the as=clat~ risk
(consequence multlp I led bf proLwbl I Ity of occurrence) of these
accl dents.

,. ,,
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M-nt Comments
number

Res Nnses

The present study shou Id k VI med as a pr-
1Imlnary estimate of risk. The study Is not
sufficient for use as a basis for makln~
abso I ute dec Is Ions abut 1mprov i ng reactor

m. It Is Intended as a guide eng I-
neerlng Judgement In establishing prlorltles
for the use of resources 1n mk 1ng further
I mprovemnts I n reactor safety, Just as the
previously estimatd risks and probbl Iltlffi
haw been used In the past. Even the cow
plete ~A will have Ilmitatlons and will b
usd 1n much the sam way.

PRA resu Its ara !nherently subJect to uncer-
tainty. In particular, PRA results cannot ka
expected to quantify r I sks f rm acc I dents or
events h Ich annot or have not b3en postu-
lated and quantl f led.

Q.. PP. 2-3 (emphasls add6d).

In the DE IS, the OE conveniently fal Is to Mb3ntlon this
ca.tio”ary note,lq and also fa I Is tu nIentlOn the uveats
the end of the DuPont ducurmnt, 1ncludl ng the to I Iowl ng:

The estlmtes of Wobbl Iltles used In this
study for spec I f lC acc I dent sequences and
consequences shou I d k cons lder6d with

As noted In the second quote, the Prohbl I Itles are the best
estlmat= that can b n!ade at the present t Im with exlstlng
data and resources; and they are Judg8d to k reasnable. The
prlmry deflclencf al Iuded to In the first quote Is not with
the vobbl I Itlas tut with the fact that ~me less probble
accident scf,narls are not yet I nc Iuded as noted In the remin-
der of the caveat, uh Ich was not quoted bt Is reproduced
bslow:

,, . . . . They b not Include the probabl Ilty of Initlatlng eVEnfS
wh Ich m Id resu It in cannun fal lures of several safety sys-
tems, and wh Ich an te postu Iated, but for wh lch there Is no
experience kased upon wh Ich to estimate probbl I Itles. For
examp I e, a ,,ery lar@ earthquake, wel I beyond the des I gn @s Is
earthquake for the remtor, ml ght render I noperat I ve severs I or
a I I of the heat remval systems. The freq uencf’ of occurrence
of such an <,arthqwke Is not known--it might tru Iy be zero; It
IS certal n ly less than once In 10,000 years. However, when th~
results of fro~blllw calculations yield values as Ion as 10-
(8s in this study) per year, it Is appropriate to recognize
that there nay very we I I b exc6ed I ng Iy rare events fiose risk
contrl butlorls have bsen quantl f Id. The Important cqnc luslOn

at Is that an $~ont so rare as to occur only once In 10 years, as
In cases dl :zuss8d above, sbul d ta rOgarded as having, in
ef feet, zerc, probbl I I ty. There 1s no 1ncent 1ve to f urfher
reduce Its protebl I I ty or41ts cons~uence. An event having a
probb! Iltv of once in 10 years might h conslderd as a slg-
nl f Icant co!)trlbutor tu risk I f the consequence of the event Is
known or Ju<lgti to b wrv large. Thus there IS lnCentl W to
reduce Its Irokbl 1lty or -nsmuance. n

NRCVS conclt#slon mncernlq risk analysis of Swuences
Inltlated ~! natural phen-na or del I berate acts of sabotage
Is pertinent and stated bslcu:

I II” the Ap~”dlx of the OEIS, DDE indicates that the, ” the

analysis IS ‘prellmlnaryn (DE IS, Vol. 11, P. G48). ‘Sequences I n I t i ated bv natura I phenmena such as
~ln text (DE IS, Vol. 1, PP. 4-54 to 4-55), the results are torn ad<)es or sel smlc events and those that cou I d be
presented wI thout caveats and are presented as ‘fact. n Inltlated by dellkrate acts of saktqe are in a
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number

Q. , P.

I ndeed,
resu Its
several

careful r~ard to the assumptions rode.
F 1rst, the -t (mates of component and system
failure rat- or failure probbf Iltles used
in this study wwe not obtafned ~ a cmpra-
hens lve anal ys(s. They are the bst esti-
mates that can be mde at the present t Im
WI th exist lng data and resources. They are
Judged to be reasonable. Second, the 9Stl-
mated rates are bsed umn extrac.olatlons of
oxper I ence. They do not ( nc I ude” the pro ba-
bll(ty of Inltfatfnq events which could re-

~
systems, and wh I ch can k postu lated, tut for
wh (ch there /s no exper ( ence base upon which
to estimate probab( IItl es.

16 (emphasis added).

the fa ( lure to take Into account Canrmn muse fal lures
In estl Irmtes of fuel meltlng that are IIkely to be
orders of man Itude too low. Th IS renders the overal I

large M3asure taken Into account In the des Ign hses
and operat (on. The data kse for assess ( ng the pro b-
abl I (N of events nvre severe than the des Ign tases
for natural phenotrena ts extrenmly SIMI 1. Therefore,
accident sequences in!tlated ~ such wents (s con-
sidered beyond the state-of -the-rt of probbi Ifstlc
r 1Sk assessment. n (Reference: F( na I E “v I r.anme”ta I
Statement on the operat Ion of Bryon Stat ion, Un Its 1
and 2, NUREG-0S48, U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Canmls-
slon, April 1982. )

Of al I the types of accidents cons (d3red In the prel Imlnary
~A, the L~A accfdent and the aswclated r~ponse of the ECS
are the -t thoroughly studied. Rather cornprehens (W analysfs
Including cannun cause failures has ben appllei to this acci-
dent as evldencad ~ the numb3r of des (W changes Imp lermnt6d
to address cmnvn cause fat lures (see the response to cmment
BL-9).

absolute probab( l(tt~s nk3anlngless for Judging whether the
~:~~~1 fty of acc(dents result (ng [n mre than 3S fuel -It (ng

per ~~actor year, as OOE wou Id have us kl I eve, or
closer to 10 per year, or even higher.

OOE has ussd the san9 probab! Ilty analys(s as a partfai bsls
for ( ts content Ion that a 1ternat I ve mnta ( nnmnt/conf I nmnt
options are not cost effect(ve (OE IS, Vol. 1, Table 4-31, fn.
d, p. 4-80). The absolute protibl Iltl% are slmllarly an
Insufflclent bsl.s for this contention.

BL-13 The 00E comparisons of the cost effectiveness of alternative With resped to the Cunmnts on the ccst-ef fectl vaness eva lua-
conta(nfrmnt/conf Inmnt mt(ons (DE IS, Vol. 1, Table 4-31 ) tlon of alternative safety systms:
contain even mre fundamental errors that render tha useless.
I t (s perhaps usef u I to mnt (on =veral of these errors, 1. The value of $150,000 takes Into accant reduced

although I do not Intend to discuss them In detail In this operat( ng costs.
Statmnt.

(1) It ~s (napproprlate to Include a production loss of
$150,000 per reactor-day without Inc Iudl ng of fsettl ng operatl ng
costs that mu id not k fncurrd.
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_nt Cunlmnts Responses
numbr

(2) The

[a)
(b)
(c)

(d)

est Inmted M3n-ren!s averted da “ot f “c Iude exposures:

to persons exposed on s 1ten

~ PersOns exPos6d at a d I stance greater than 8D km,
to organs other than whole holy, e.g., thyroid, and
brie,
assqc(ated with fuel -mlt(nq beyond 10% of the
core.

Recogn (z( ng these Inherent def Iclenc(es, the ~C has decided
that th fs cost- benef I t approach shou I d under no C( rcumstances
ba used as a sutstftute for ex(st(ng regu Iatory requirements.
These requlremants Include ensuring cotnp I lance w(th 10 Cm Part
100, per forml ng adequate site selert(on, and ensuring that the
cOnta I nment/conf 1n%fnent systm Is adequate for the protect (on
of publ (c health.

8L-14 In sum, the L-reactor, as present Iy des fgned, Is simply un-
58f8. It does not mt the ml n Iwm standards for dns 1gn of a
conta ( nrmnt/conf ( nmnent systm +0 protect the pub 11c hea I th I n
the event of a severe acc (dent. Fo 11ow I ng the recent contro-
versy over the adwuacy of the L-reactor rnnf 1“-nt system,
~E has attenIpted to I ower Its safety requ I rements--reducl ng
the r~ul rmnts for conf I“lng noble gases bf a factor of
30--rather than f reprove the conf I nmnt techno I ogy.

Strep Iy stated, 00E bel I eves Its reactors should b held to the
nuc Iear regu Iatory raq”l r~nts of the TruMn and E I senhower
adml n I strat Ions rather than today ,s standards. we d I sagree.

Il. The Nat(ona I Security Issue

2(a). The estimated person-rsm do not cons (der ons Ite
exposures wlth any a Itornat i w because there 1s no
bisls for assuming any d! fference In o“slte expo-
s,lres to plant workers s“bJect to _rgency
po.ocedures In the went of an accident.

2(b). A:; noted (n Table 4-24 of the Draft E IS, person-rm
e<posures af distances as far as 800 kl Iomters aro
only about fwlce tbse cut to 80 kl l~te= for each
a Iternat ive and do not a Iter the ccst tanef It by
m>re than a factor of two.

2(c). T,!ble 4-24 of the Oraft El S also I ( sts the pop” la-
t Ion thyro I d doses for bth 80- and 800-k 1I ofmtor
r~ I us zones. Incluslon of those doses wou I d not
Slgnlfl-ntly alter the cost-teneflt values, mrt(c-
u Iarly those based on the EPA va Iue per health-
E’ffects averted, because thyretd damage Is extrmly
un!lkety.

2(d). V;}lues for any des(red core-melt hypotheses can be
d,>termfnd by Inverse stall ng of the cited cast-
b,3nef It n I ues W(th the cor6-me It perce”t~e.

The L-Reacto,- Is not unsafe and does met the ml n I mum standards
for des I gn of a coots I nnwnt/conf ln~nt systm (see the re-
sponse to canmnt 8L-1 1 ). Rather than lower Its safety
requlremnts (sea the res~nse tu canmnt 8L-2), DOE has
cent ( nued to upgrade reactor safety systms and exp lore n-
mthods to f !Irther protect the p“b I Ic hea Ith and safety.

I WI I I nw turn to the nat(onal security issue. Here, the
centra I quest Ion (s whether ME can safe Iy defer the restart of
the L+eactor In order Iv I “corporate the tech no Icg 1es needed

,., ,, ,, ,,, , ,,,,
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Cuun611t -Ilts Responses
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lu net today IS ml n 1nmI env I ron,nental and safety standards.
Can we have both a safe and clean envlronmnt and adequate
nations I secur I fy, or nDJst the fomr k sacrl f Iced fur the
latter, as DDE would have us bel I eve?

BL-15 In the DEIS (Vol. 1, Chapter 1), DDEIS emphasis on the ‘needn
I SSK has been I n terms of whether the L-reactor shou I d b
restarted at a I I, rather than the I ess d8m8ndl ng quest Ion of
whether restart of the L-reactor -n ~ deferred. A 36~nth
de I ay I n L-reactor operat Ions 1s aw Ie tin tu upgrade the
env 1ron~ntal mntro I and safety systems. Th Is period wou I d
permit Instal Iatlon of four of the f IW mnf in-nt/contalnmnt
alternatives (DE IS, Vol. 1, p. 4-BO), and would also permit the
lnstal Iatlon of nchanlcal draft cooling taers (DE IS, Vol. 1,
p. 4-95). The cost of a 3~nth delay In terms of foregone
p!utonlum production Is approxlmtely 1.5-1.75 MT of pluto-
nium. Thus, the central question here Is whether 1.5-1.75 MT
of foregone p I uton I um product Ion Is a threat fu nat Ions I secu-
rity, or, alternatively, *ether this mmunt (or sme fraction
thereof ) can be SUPPI led by other producflon Initlatlves wlth-
wt Incurring a shortage of p!utonlum ‘neededn for nuc Iear
weapons product Ion.

BL-16 To place this Issue In perspective, It should be noted that the
U.S. nuc Iaar weapons shckpl I e current I y contal ns some BO to 90
inetrlc tons of plutonlum and 600 to 700 nmtrlc tons of highly
enriched uranium. It Is Incredl ble fu think that a 2 percent
change In the plutonlum Inventory would be detrimental tc. na-
tional %curlfy. Certainly, we cannot estimate the number of
%vI et warheads or Weapns inter I al production to that level of
accuracy.

Sett I M th Is argumnt as I de, there Is strong ev I dence that
restart of the L-reactor can k de Iayed for at I east 36 mnths
wI thout I ncurr 1ng a shortage I n p I uton Ium su met DOE proJected
weapon requ I r~nts.

The effects on meat I ~ estab I I shed needs for defense nuc Imr
nbaterlals with a delay of the L+mtor restart Is analyzed In

Appendix A (class lfled). Imp Iementat Ion of the potent I a 1 can-
bl nat Ion of part I al -product ion apt Ions ~ov 1d I ~ the greatest
mterl a I product Ion (the accelerated useof the Wrk-1 5 Iatt Ice
at SRP reactors and the voduct Ion of less than 6 percent p I u-
ton I urn at the N-Reactor) tu canpen-te for product 10n I osses
mnmensurate WI th these delays I n the L-Reactor restati prov I de
only a smal I fraction of needed defense mterl als that could be
produced ~ L+eactor. This Is su~rlzed In Section 2.1.3 I n
the EIS.

The national pol Icy on nuc Iur waamns, their deploy=nt, and
the n6ed for i ncrea@ #eWons Is beyond the scope of th Is EIS.
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A. bu I d a Near-Term Shortage of P I uton I urn Be Incurred By a
De I av I n Start-up of the L-reactor7

BL-17 First, the DEIS falls slgnlflcantly tu give special consitira-
t Ion tu a s~rt-term b I ay I n L-reactor operat Ion and the
shorta~ of fnaterlals, If any, that this delay would Incur,
even wI thout a I ternat I ve production apt Ions. The relevant
quest Ions that nust be askd are: Uou I d a near-term shortage
occur, and, If so, cw Id the alternative production Vtions
ellmlnate It?

BL-lB When the 1981-83 Nuc Iear Weapons Stockp I Ie Memorandum (NWSU)
was signed bf President Carter In Octokr 1980, CHJE proJected
that, un less the new production Inltlatlves were implmnted,
there w Id be a shortage of plutonlum i n 1983 or skrt I y
thereafter. With the implementation of several P Ianned Inltl a-
tlves, lncludl ng the restart of the L-reactor (OEIS, P. I-3), a
p I uton I um shortage was not proJected to occur pr !or to the
ear I y 1990s. OOE I nd I cates that ‘the I ncreasad defense nuc Iear
material r~ulr6insnts . . . ham been FeOfflrM In subs~uent
Stockpl I e M-randaw (OE I S, P. 1‘2 ), but that ~ongress has
de I ayed or f a I I ed to fund certa I n nuc Iear weapons systemsn
(OE IS, P. 1-2). The ef feet has ken to el Iml nate the shortage
prevl ous Iy proJected to occur I n the early 1990s. In IHY VIW,
foregol ng p I uton I urn product Ion I n the L-reactor for 36 mnths,
even I f none were made up through a I ternat I ve near-term produc-
t Ion In I t i at I ves, mu I d not create near-term shortages. In the
long term (after 1990), shortagas that ml ght otherwl se appear
can ba mde up w a variety of production Inltlatlves, -veral
of which are Identl fled below.

ME apparently does not dispute this view. Rather, DOE simply
asserts that ‘none of the 1a I ternat 1ve 1 production cpt Ions, or
combinations of options, would provide suf f Iclent mterl al In
time tu ful Iy compensate for the delay or loss of L*eactor
productlonn (OEIS, p. 1-6). But this IS not the relevant ques-
t Ion. As stated above, the quest Ions are: HW I d a near-term
shortage occur, and, I f so, cou I d the a I ternat I w production
ootlons et Imlnate It?

Responses

See the respnse to canment W-15.

The quantltmtlva anal ysls of nuc Iear mterl al raqulremnts and
supply provided In Appendix A (class lfld) demonstrate the
ne~ for the restart of L-Reactor as -n as pract I cab Ie to
met the the requl r-nts Identl f Id I n the FY 1984-1989
Nuc Iear Wea~ns Stockp I Ie Menurandum.

See al= the response Iu cunmnt BL-15.
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C0fm83nt COlmmnts
“Umbr

B. me Recent Delays i n Weapons Systen!s Have S I gn I f I cant IV
educed the Near-Term Requ I renmnts for PI uton I um.

BL- 19 Th ls can b seen h Cmparl ng the weapons requ I r_ntS Se+
forth In the Carter FY 1981-83 NWSM against today!s
requl rmnents.

The FY 1981-83 NwSW, signed In October 1980, Includd a slgnlf-
1cdnt I ncrea- In warhead production and was the Impetus for
materials production Inltlatlves. Inc Iuded In this Nw94 were:

- the f I rst f Irm requirements for 700 w84 and w85 warheads for
Pershl ng I I and Ground-Launched Crul se Ml SSI Ies,

- some2000MX mlsslles warheads planned for a 200-mlssl Ie
force,

- sufficient w76 Trident I warheads (5,520) for backfit Into
12 Pose ldo” subarl nes and 15 n- Trident Suharl nes,

- 1200 w-70-3 Lance and W79 8-inch nuc Iear artl I Iery warheds
bul It as fission warheads with the technical abl Ilfy ti b
shl fted to enhanced rad Iatlon y! e! ds,

- 460 w80-O Sea-Launched Crul se Ml SSI Ie warheads,

- 3,394 w8C-1 Air-Launched Crul se Ml SSI Ie warheads, and

- 1000 w-82 155-rmn f I sslon art I I Iery warheads.

The FY 1983-88 WWSM s I gned by Pres I dent Reagan I n November 1982
made slgni f Icantchangesto Itsearlyl~ssumtlons,WhichWere
slmlIarto theCarterAdmlnlstratlon:

12Nlne warhead types continue In production during 1983:
the B61 -3/4 banb,
the w76 Tr I dent I warhead,
the W79 enhanced rad Iatlon artl I Iery wafie8d,
the w80-O-O Sea-Launched Cru I se MI ss I I e warhead,
the W80-1 Air-Launched Cruise Mlsslle warhead,
the B83 Kdern Strateg I c Bmb,
the w84 &.aund-Launch6d Crul se Ml ssl Ie warhead,
the w85 Pershl ng I I warhead, and
the w87 MX warhead.

Responses

See the response h canmnt BL-16. As I ndlcated In Section
1.1.1 and Appendix A (class lfled), the @fense nuclear mterlal
requlr~ts of the FY 1984-1989 Nuc Iear Weapons Stockpl Ie
Mermrandum support the need ta restart L-ReXtor as -on as
pract I cab le.

The avai lab! Ilfy of al I recoverable mterlal fran retired
weapons Is Included In the titerml nation of material supply for
n- weapons In the NWS?4. OCE utl Ilzes this mterlal In nwtlng
new defense mclear mt6rlal r~ul r-nts. Stilon 1.1 cOn-
talns added Informtlon on this subJect In this final EIS.
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Cchm!8nt COfmmnts Responses
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- only 1000 MX warh-ds would be tullt for 100 MX mlsslles,

- w76 Trident I warhed production uou I d be cut to 3S40 1n the
short term, with a shift to Trident I I production In tlm
for flttlng the ninth Trident suharlne (1989),

- the W70-3 Lance and W79 6-Inch nuc Iear art I I Iery warheads
would be bul It as enhanced radlatlon warheads,

- 758 rather than 460 W70-O Sea-Launched Cru I se M1ss I I e
warheds,

- a slgnlflcant reduction In near-term w80-1 ALCN Woductlon
from 3,394 to 1,739 with shift to the Advanced Cruise
Mlsslle, and

- a shift from flsslon tu enhanced rediatlon yield for 1000
W82 155- warheads.

Stgnlf I@nt reducflons In nuc l-r Material requlremnts have
resulted from Reagants decl slon b shift the MX warhe8d fran
the w78 des I gn to the w87. In addltlon, 00E has consl
flexlbl Ilfy In the rate of retirwnt of old warheads.

f~rable

This Is the primary source of mterlal fOr nen weaPons
production.

The 1983-68 NNS also included a number of n- retlrermnt
Inltlatlves, Includlng retirement of *520s and =Celerated
retlrenent of B5~s (with the r8duCt10n In bo~ needs), retire
ment of the Titan I I, and accelerated retirement of Polar Is.
The ret 1retnents tradi t Ions I I y account for a Iar@ ProPort Ion of
nuc Iear neter I a Is for new warheOds. 8y the end of the decade,
sonm nine warhead types (W25, 628, W31 Nlke Nercules, W33, V43,
W50, 653, and w76) will be retired either In part w In full.

‘%w.a slgnlflcant restraints exist In retlrlng warheds when
scheduled: warheti ret I rements cOnt I ngent on rep Iacanents
(partlcu Iar Iy when lack of Congressional fundl ng SIO- don
r~ Iacafnents) and dwb Ie sets of warhetis necessary when
enhanced radl at Ion rep Iacements for f I ss Ion warheads (W70-3,
W79, and w82 ) are kept In the U.S. and a f u I I set of overseas
dep toyed warheads are a I so kept.
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-n+ Cmmnts Responses
number

c. Alternative Plutonlum Product Ion In!tlatlves Are Aval Iable
to Make UP for a Potential Loss of Some 1.5-1.75 MT of

Iuton ( urn Wfth I n the Three-year Per lod the L-Rea~or Is
~eferred.

BL-20 Since 1981, DOE has exceeded Its Pluton lum equivalent produc-
tion SOal. tinsequently, part of the 1.5-1.75 MT Pu alterna-
t I w product (on requ i refnent has a I ready ben mt. We est I frmte
that DOE has surpassed Its P Ianned product (on @al at Savannah
RI ver by abut 0.5 MT In FY 1982-83. At Wanford, the conver-
s Ion of the N-reactor fu the weapon-grade nude of operation was
completed (n FY 1982, approximately f fve rfonths ahead of sch.sd-
ul@, provldlng -mm 0.Z3 MT of additional plutonlum. Thus. the
~~on~ded f ran a Iternat I ve sources Is on I y on the or~r of

. . .

EL-21 D. Other A Iternat I ves to L-Reactor OPeratlon

~ ( I ) Mark-15 Cores. The use of Mark-15 cores cw 1d toost
p I uton I urn product Ion by at least 25S per reactor. I f such

K cores are 1nsta 1 led ( n two opera? I ng SRP reactors, weapon-grade
plutonlum production (with blendlng) could k Increased by
0.37>0.475 MT per year. Plans a(st to Instal 1 Mark-15 cores
In one reactor In late FY 1985 or as late as August 1986.
Acce I erat I ng I ntroduct (on of the Mark-15 cores bf one year
cou Id provide approxl Ir.3tely one-half of the P Iuton Ium wkeup
requ( red.

(2) Product 1on of 5% PU-240 P 1uton 1um at the N-reactor. The
5hift from 6S tO 5* PU-240 production would produce greater
quant (t I es of PI uton (um than a 10$ 1ncrease 1n N-reactor power
(OEIS, pP. 2-5, 6). Such a sh I ft could therefore Increase
pluton(um production through blend(ng by abcut 90 kglyr, or
s- 0.27 MT over the next three years.

(3) Restart of the Purex Reprocess ( nq P lent at Hanford. IXIE
now plans b restart the Purex Reprocess I ng P I ant at Hanford I n
Apr I I 1984 to process stored and n6w N-reactor s~nt fuel to
recover both f ue l-grade and weapon-grade P 1uton I um. Restart of
the Purex plant thr6e mnths ear Iler would provide an
additional 100 kg of plutonlum per mnth, or 0.3 MT total.

The aval Iabl I lty of nuclear Irmterl al def Ined In the Nuc Iear
Weapons Stockp 1 Ie Marandum 1nc Iudes actual nmterl a 1 produced
I n DOE fac 11 I t I es rather than past product Ion @a )s and
schedu Ies.

The deceleration of Mark-15 Iattlce cor= and production of
5-percent pluton lum-240 at the N-Reactor were cons ld9red I n the
EIS (Sections 2.1.2.2, 2.1.2.3, 2.1.2.4, and 2.1.3). The adrSl -
tlonal plufvn Ium that would be generated by these partial Fo-
duct(on opt(ons Is sml 1 compared to the amunt needed to off-
set a delay I n L*eactor restart. The early restart of the
PWEX f.gcl I/ty w(I I have little effect on the supply of
weapons-grade pluton lum In the near term taceuse suf f Iclent
suppl (es of fuel -gr-e plutonlum are directly available for
blending; the capacity of the facl I(IV Is large In relatlon to
the bcklog of N-Reactor weapons-grade rfaterlal aval I able for
process I “g. Furthermore, the early plant startup was faclvred
Into the mterlal supply lnforIMt (on (n the FY 1984-1989 NWSM
recently approved by President Rea~n and usd as a bsls for
the need for L-Reactor (n th (s f lnal E IS. Addltlonal informa-
tion on Imp!emnted lnltlatlves and producf(on options has -n
Included In Sect Ions 1.1 and 2.1 of this final EIS.
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Comment C0mn83nts R~ponses
number

E. Sumry: Product Ion Opt I ons and Proposed Act I on

BL-22 We take Issue with the OEIS clalm that no combination of pro- See the resPOnses to canments BL-15, and BL-19 thrcugh BL-21.
ductlon options can ful Iy compensate for the loss of materl al
that wou I d b produced N the L-reactor I f restart 1s d.3I ayed
(DE IS, P. 2-I).

As noted above, OOE has given short shrift to its dl scusslon of
the wmbl nation of production ~tlons bf fal I I ng to examl ne
quant I tat I ve 1y the ef feet of a 36-nunth restart de I ay. The
co,nb! nation of the fo I low! ng alternatives -n make up the
1.5-1.75 MT Pu-equivalent loss prior ti a skrtage developing
In the Pu sfuckpl Ie:

(a) Excess Pu already obtained bv exceeding previously planned
production ~als.

(b) Operat I ng N-reactor b produce 5$ Pu-240 product.

(c) Accelerate ng Purex by 3 mnths.

(d) Accelerate ng Mark-l 5 core by 1 year.

Th 1s combl na+ Ion of a Iternat I ves wou I d perml t much needed
Improvements In L-reactor env I ronnmntal contro I technology
whl I@ stl I I mwtl ng defense nucl~r mterlal news.

Th 1s cone I udes my stat6nIent. NR~ will b suhltflng to 00E
mre extensive canments on the L-reactor DE I S pr I or to the
close of the comment period In two weeks. Thank YOU.
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C.nmu3nt Comments Responses

WEND IX A

Requirements of 10 CFR ! 100.11

10 CFR f100.1 I states, In relevant part:

(a) As an ald In evaluatl~ a proposed ~lte, an 8PPllcant
sbu I d assure a f I ss Ion product release f ran the mre, the
expectd domnstrab Ie leak rate fran the rnnta I nment and the
meteorological conditions pertinent f’o his site ~ derl~ an
excluslon ar-, a low population zone and POpU Iatlon center
d I stance. For the purpose of this anal ysls, wh Ich shal I set
forth the bsls for the numerical values used, the appl I cant
shou 1d determl ne the f o I I WI nq.

(1) An excluslon area of suti size that an individual located
at any Pi nt on Its hndary for two burs Imtilately fo I lM-
1ng onset of the postu Iated f Isslon product release would not
receive a futal r.ad Iatlon *se tu the whole body In excess of

lThe f ,~~Ion ~r~”ct release assumed for these UlCU latlOns

shou Id b ksed upon a mJor accident, hypotheslzsd for pur-
poses of s Ite ana I ys Is or postu I ated fraa cons i derat I ons of
Psslble accidental events, that uou I d result In potential
hazards not exceeded bI those fron any acc I dent considered
cred I ble. Such WCl dents have general Iy been assured to result
In substantial meltdown of the cure with subsequent release of
appr-lable quantl ties of f Isslon prcducts.
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C0imnf3nt Canmnts Responses
numkr

25 r~ or a total rtiiation dose In excess of 300 r~ to
the thyro!d fran iodine exposure.

(2) A low population zone of such size that an individual
located at any Pint on its outer boundary who Is exposed to
the radioactive clad resu Itl ng fran the pstu Iated f Isslon
product release (durl ng the entire period of Its passaga) would
not recel ve a total rad 1at Ion dose b the whole kdy I n excess
of 25 rm or a total radlatlon dose In excess of 300 r- to the
thyrol d frun Iodine exposure.

2The *O Ie bdy dOse of 25 rem referred fu above corresponds

numerical Iy to the once In a II fetima accidental or emergency
dose for radl at Ion workers wh 1ch, accordl ng to ~P r6coinmenda-
tlons nmy tm dl sregarded In the determination of their rdla-
t i on exposure status (see ~ Handbook 69 dated J“”e 5, 1959).
tiwever, ne I ther Its U* nor that of the 300 r- va I ue far
thyro Id exposure as set forth In these s I te cr I ter 1a gu I d6s are
1ntended to Imp I y that these numbers const I tute ~ceptab Ie
I Imits for ~rgency doses to the publ Ic under accident @ndl-

tlons. Rather, this 25 rem whole body value and the 300 rm
thyro Id va I ue have bwn set forth 1n these gu I des aS reference
values, filch mn te used In the evaluation of reactor sites
WI th respect to potent I a I reactor acc I dents of exceedl ng Iy Ion
probbl 11~ of occurrence, and l.m risk of publ Ic exposure b
rad I at Ion.
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tint Comments Responses
number

APPENDIX B

TWLE 15-4

Ca I cu Iatd Rad I at Ion Dose Iu a Person at the S* SI te Boundary
Fol Iowlng Four Specl t Ic Accl dents

Operating and
Metaoro 1~ Ica I

Accident Conditions*

Reference va I ues
for rwtor
siting In
10 cm 100.3

D20 Spl I I Typical
Very Unllkely

D I scharge TYPI ca I
Mishap Very Unlikely
(one fuel
assembly melts)

Mlslaadlng Typical
Crltlcallty Very Unllkely
(3$ core damage)

H~~~et I ca I TyPlcal
Very Unllkely

( 1I core damage)

Ca ICU I ated Dose, rem
Thyroid Thyroid

(2°h;) v (2 hr) (120 hr)——

25 300

0.007
0.14

0.003s 0.0078
0.035 0.12

0.39 0.48
6.6 11.1

0.13 0.16
2.2 3.7

300

0.018
0.29

1.4
31.5

0.46
10.5

~yp Ica I wndl t Ions are 2500 W reactor power, average (50X)
meteorology, and 19-nunth Service WE mrbon f I Iters (carbn
fl Iter age Is dlsassed In %tilon 15.3.2.2). Very unllkely
cond I t Ions are mxl mum ant Icl pa ted r=tor power of 3000 MW,
very unfavorable meteorology as specl f led In ~C Regu Iatory
Guide 1.145 (95$ site, 99.5$ worst sector), and 19-nth wed
carton fl Iters. Values shown are max!rnum for any of the P, L,
K, and C Reactors. The core Inventory of tritlum Is Included
In the whole tody calculations.
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COmnt _nts
numbsr

RSponses

APPEND IX C

Evo Iut I on of the Conf 1nemnt Tech no logy
at SRPProduct I on Reactors

~9~roductlon reactors at SRP were constructed i n the -r I y
. The L-reactor, the third of five, began ~erating In

July 1954. SRP original Iy control led airborne radloatilve re-
leases bf dispersion vla tall st~ks (DE IS, Vol. 11, p. J-l).
SRP a 1s0 rel I ed on the fact that the site extended over 300
square ml Ies, thus permitting greater dispersion of rad lo8c-
tlvlty prior to reachl ng the site boundary. The L-reactor Is
some 9 km frcim the SrfP site bundary (DE IS, p. 2-10). In 1958,
the AECfs Advl sory bitt- on Reactor Safwuards (ACRS),
after performing an extensive revlen of the SRP safety phi Ios-
ophy, concluded:

The but I dl ngs In wh Ich the SR reactors are
housed do not possass any s I gn I f I cant con-
tal nimnt features, such as tlw~ n.m be{ ng
prov I dd for power reactors located 1n tmre
popu Iated ar-s. In the event of a ser I ws
accl dent that wou I d &each the reactor tank
and shield, the hildlng shell In Itself
could nd b ~petid to provide a third
11n- of defense of any consequence on r-
stralnlngthe w IatlIe f Isslon products.

I t was recan,nended that the Du Pent tipany
exp lore a Iternat Im paths tward obtal nl ng a
higher degree of conf Inement that Is non In
effect.

OEIS, Vol. 11, P. J-7.

Also In 1958, the capacity of the SRP prlmry coolant pums was
aPPrOxl~tel Y doubled (fran 78,000 gpm to 150,000 gpm) which
permitted a doubl I ng of mch reactor!s power fran about 1000
megawatts thermal (MWt) to approximately 2000 M14t (DE IS, Vol.
I 1, pp. J-3 and J-6). Since the f Isslon produd Inventory of
noble @ses and Iodl ne Is proportional to reactor power, this
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change ef feet Ivel y doubled the mgn Itude of the cons~uences of
a serious fuel meltdown accident. S I nce 1958, the pmer I eve I
of the product Ion reactors has ken further Increased, and the
L-reactor Is current Iy expected to operate at 2350 MWt* (DE I S,
Vol. 1, p. 2-14).

in 1960-61, In response to the ACRS crlticlsm, SRP wan a
maJor conf I nefnent systm 1mprovxnt project. Thls system
would rmmve alrbrne contamlnatlon, particularly lodln6-131,
through mlsture separators, partlcu late f I Iters, and hal own
absorbrs (Carbn) I n the process area ventl Iation exhaust
stream (OEIS, Vol. 11, P. J-7). This filtration system, while
Iaierlng the thyroid duse fran halogen releases, was, however,
Incapable of rewvl ng noble gases, the prlinary wntrlbutors to
the fiole body dose.

I n the 1950s, there were no criteria spacl fyi ng the degree of
site Isolatlon or reactor contal nment considered desirable for
ml tlgatlng the mnsequences of severe rwctor -cldents. In
1962, after extens!ve publ !C ccinrnent, the AEC promulgated the
10 CFR Part 100 site sultabl Ilty regulations for Ilcensed wwer
reactors. Throughout the r-l rider of the 1960s, OuPont and
the AEC examln~ a number of alternative contal nmnt/
conf 1nernent proposa Is. A I though som of these propose Is, 1f
adopted, wou Id Ml ng the SRP product Ion reactors Into -PI 1-
ance with 10 CFR Part 100, thv were rejected bscau% of their
expense.

Improvewnts were mde In the .wnf I nenmnt syst~ In the 19705,
I nc Iudl ng the I nstal Iatlon of a @nf Inmnt Heat Remova I Systen
to avoid overheating the f I Iter system In the Went of a fu I I
core rml tdown. Thls system was needed because overheat 1ng the
f I Iters wou I d reduce their retention capacity and cause desorp-
tlon of the collectsd Iodine (DE IS. Vol. 11, p. J-13), thus
defeat I ng the purpose of the f I I ters. Th Is and other Improve-
mnts, however, of fer5S no reduction in the whole bdy dose due
to accidental noble gas releases.

●The h I ghest wwer Ieve I ach I eved at SPP was 2915 MWt.
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AODI T 10ML COt4MENTS MDE AT PUBLIC HSARI * M NOVEMBER 3, 1983

BL-23 Now, let m add one or two other th 1rigs. I just came, day These canr~nts are outs I de the scope of the E IS.
fafore yesterday, frcim a conference In Washington, O.C. on the
g Ioba I effects of nuc I ear war wh I ch was where som of the top
SCI entlsts fran this muntry and also fran the Soviet Union mt
to release their flndlngs, prlnclpal Iy on the thermal effects
fo I Ic.wl ng the wclear excha~e.

And they WI nted cut that the debris and soot that mu Id be
picked up by an exchan~ between the Mvlet Union and the
United States wou Id lead to blockage of the sun I lght for a
month or mre, severs I mnths before It c Ieared up, u y-r be-
fore It c Ieared up ccnnpI ete I y, and the temperature at the sur-
face of the earth, average, over the Northern Hemi sphere, wou I d
drop about 40 to 50 degrees Centigrade, and the loss of II ght
wou 1d I ead to the loss of photosynthes Is.

And, In effect, bayond the bl I Ilon or so people ycu kll led
outright In a nuc Iear exchange, It wou Id be credl ble that an
~ual number or larger numbsr of the refrmln!ng survivors could
not survl ve the aftereffects.

We I I, another th I ng they p I nted cut was that because the
principal blockage of the sun I Ight cow fram the soot that Is
produced by f 1res, that as I I tt Ie as 100 megaton exchange, say,
from a thousand weapons of a tenth of a megaton each. wou I d
have slml Iar effects, I mean, mst of the effects w Id &
produced bf th Is SM I I of an exchange.

I Just did a back-of-the envelope calcu Iatlon, wea~”s
stockpl I ed has a~t, oh, I n the ne I ghhrhood of 7,000 megatons
in weapons, In Itself.

This Is in some twenty-s lx or so thcusand weapons, and these
are produced frum abwt 80 to 90 tons of plutonlum and SIX or
seven hundred tons of highly enriched uranium.

The L-Reactor, over a ten-year per Iod, wou I d produce
-here on the order of f 1ve tins, more or less.
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Just sca I I ng those numbsrs, you mn argue that the L*eactor
wou I d ef fecf I ve Iy produce over a ten-year per Iod about 400
megatons, g I ve or take a few hundred Watons of warhead yl el d,
which is mre than the mlnlnum needed to essential ly produce
th !s newest ~tastrophe that has teen I dent i f I ed.

I raised that tecause I think that DOE has an obll gatlon to
discuss al I foreseeable facts In the Envlronmenta I Impact
Statement, and the effects of ml suse of these warheads or use
of tha eventua I I y is certal n Iy one foresaeab Ie Impact that
they must dl SCUSS.
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ResNnses

STAT~ENT Of FRNCES ~OSE *RT

ENEffiY RESEARCi FOUNDAT10N

I am Frances Hart and I represent the Energy Research Founda-
tion. We have not yet had time to analyze the draft environ-
mnta I Impact statemnt as thorough Iy as we Intend, and wI I I
Suhlt nvre extensive written Conunents kfore November 15th. I
would just I ike to Mke sorra very general observations nw.

The point of an EIS - as wetre all aware ~ now - Is ti provide
for an assesswnt of the env I ronmenta I Impacts of a part I cu I ar
project as part of the p Iann I ng to avoid envl ronnmnta I damge
where posslb le.

BM- I Whether by design or mistake, NE has gl ven the impression that
startup of L-Reactor WI I I fol IW a Imt Immediately upon com-

y pletion of this EIS. That schedule would preclude [mplemen-
tat 1on of any of the protect I w a I tern at 1ves mnt toned I n the

m draft and bf other sources. There are a number of techn 1ca I
0

experts ana Iyzl ng the draft and POSSI ble environwntal protec-
tion masures, and we expect DOE to seriously consider ccinments
and suggest Ions for act Ion. It Is their legal obllytlon to do
so and we cons!der It to te a substantive obligation to the
states of South Caro I lna and Georgia as wel 1. Those of us who
have part Ici pated in this process f Ind it di sturbl ng that DOE
seems not to h entertal nl ng the possl bl I Ity that p tans cou Id
change I n response b c.anments. Although renovation of the
L-Reactor Is ccnnpIeted, It Is certain Iy not too late to make
changes and reassess sched” Ies, a“d we WO”I d rat nd DOE that It
Is Incumknt upon them to consider the cofnwnts with an open
ml nd.

The protert Ive maasures descrl ~ In the draft are general Iy
dlsmlssed because It Is clalti that their Impl-ntatlon be-
fore startup wou Id not al Iti product ion schedu Ies ti tm met.

The EIS does not ‘d! smlssn production alternatives or potential
ml t I gat i w measures. In formtlon with respsct to mtlng
established neds and the technical feaslbl I Ity of Implmnentlng
mitigative rmasuras are factors along with envlronmntal conse-
quences that are essential to mkl ng a ‘rea=nedn decl slon. In
accordance with the Councl I on Envlronmnta I Qua I Ity*s regu la-
tlons implementing the procedural provisions of NEPA, the
Oepartment!s preferred a Iternat Ives are ld9ntl f led I n this
final EIS.

The Departmnt WI I I &se Its Record of Deci slon on this f Inal
El S, lnc Iudl ng the publ ic canments. The Record of Oeclslon
WI I I address alternatives considered In reach 1~ the decl sion,
the environmental Iy preferable a Iternetlves, preferences for
alternatives tased on the technical , econanlc, and statutory
mlsslons of the agency, and whether al I practicable means to
avoid envl ronmental effects fran the Selectd alternative have
&n adopted.
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Cannk3nt Cmnlents
number

R~~ns6.s

BM-2 But recent statements frm Dr. George Rathjens of the Massa- See the responses to Canwnts AB-2 and AB-5 regard 1ng
chusetts Institute of Technology and Dr. Thomas B. Cochran of 1nformtion In the E I S on need and production a Iternatlves, and
the Natural Resources Defense Councl I have cast doubt on this the responses to canments AB-8, B4-15, BL-19, BL-20, and BL-21
assumption. According to Dr. Cochran, delay In startup of the regardl ng suggested production a Iternat Ives and ned.
L-Reactor for 36 months t.a lmD Iement necessarv envlronwntal

Dr. RathJens stated
justifying the ned
Is not Ilkely to be
In the near future,

control and safety system would have no effeb on national
security. ~. Whrants _nts on the draft E!S provide a
detalld Justlflcatlon of this claim. And
that the draft ‘lls total Iy unconvincing In
for Increased product Ion, 81 and that ‘there
any ned fOr r8aCt Ivatlon of the L~eactor
and POSSI bly ever. gt

Given that the evidence to wh Ich we have access strongly sug-
gests that d.31ay of L*eactor startup to al IN Imp Ienm”tatlo”
of protective a Iternat Ives wou Id not have detrlmntal effects
on national security, we would suggest that the +0) Iw1 ng
changes be made I n DOE IS p tans for operat Ion of that reactor.

y I repeat that we are not yet f lnl shed with wr anal ysls of the
draft EIS and that these recmmndatlons are general ones wh Ich

G are by no mans a cormprehens I ve ref Iect ion of ar concerns.
However, we bel[eva thm to be sound and J“stlflable.

BM-3 First, DOE should Implement sow kind of cmllng water dis-
charge alternat Ive to the present Iy planned dl r-t dl scharge
Into Stee I Creek. Sorra of the a Iternat I ves descr i bed I n the
draft wou I d cause as much damage as wou Id d! rect dl scharge and
we wou Id oppose any p Ian which wou Id In ef feet mke Steel Creek
1nto a therfn31 mltlgatlo” zone. We WO”I d also oppose a“y
a Iternat I ve wh Ich does not resu It In comp I lance with state
NPDES regu Iatlons In Steel Creek. The bg”ef I ts frm imp lemen-
tat 1on of such a protective wasure kfore startup WO”I d
Include the avoidance of severe thermal damage and of ceslum
rembl I Izatlon.

Section 4.4.2 of the EIS, wh[ch discusses cool lng-water mitiga-
tion alternatives, has ben rwl sod hsed on publ Ic conwnts
recelvd on the draft El S. Speciflcal Iy, Section 4.4.2 has
ken revised to provide a detailed discussion of additional
combinations of varlcus cw I I ng-uater systems. In Sect Ion
4.4.2, each of the COOII rig-water mlt igatlon Systms ls
ova Iuated for attalnl ng the thermal dl schar~ I Imlts of the
State of South Caroll na. Sectlo” 4.4.2 and a revised Appandlx
1, F Iwdp 1.1 “/Wet land Asses s,mnt, dl sass the wet land Impacts
of each of the systens cons I dered.

The Departwnt of Energy has hen revl WI ng and evaluati~
a Iternat ( ve coo 11“g-water syst - for L-Reactor. Based on
these rev! MS and eva I uatlons, and consultations with
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Comment CcnmTents
number

Res~nses

BM-4 Second ly, we bel I eve that DOE should cornp Iete the phas~”t of
a 11 seepage bs Ins at SRP b8f ore startup of the L-Reactor.

8*5 Acwrdl ng to the draft E IS, normal operat Ions of L-Reactor w I I 1
fnvo Ive the rat Ine discharge of I lqul ds contaminated ‘aIth

y rad Ioact I V( ty from the d ( sassemb Iy &s ( n at the reactor to an
on-sfte seepage bsln. This ks(n Is now empty tut rmlns

in contaml nated f ram releases made dur 1ng prev IOUS operat Ion of
N the L+eactor. Accordl ng to DOE, the rout (ne discharges ‘lw I I I

cause contaml “at Ion of the “ppermt 1ayer of the water-tab ie
aqul fer (Barnwel 1 Format [on) .,, (OE I S, 4-26) 00E Is assum( ng
that thfs cc.ntamlnatfon WI I I move lateral Iy Into Steel Creek
rather than wrtlcal Iy tnto the lower aqul fers. But 00E pro-
ject tons abc.”t gro”ndwater mvement have proven to k I “ac-
curate in the ~st, as was the case In the M-area wiIere the
Tusca Imsa aqu f f er was contaml nated @ so I vents f ran seepage
basfns despite DOE is clafms that the ~ul fer was protected.

Quest Ions abwt Increased groundwater use resu It ( ng from
L-Reactor operat Ions and the effect on head d 1f ferent 1a Is under
the L-Reactor (which I wll I discuss (n mre detail In a mmnt)
make the reactivation of th ~s presently dried-up and st 11 I
i rrad(ated se-age fasln an opt (on ti b avo(d.gd.

representat ( ves of the State of South Caro I ( na regarding a
mutual Iy a!>re~ upon cmp I lance approach, a preferred coo II ng-
water m(tlgatlon alternative (s Identl fled In this EIS. This
preferred {n I I rig-water alternat Ive Is to construct a 1000-Wre
lake tefor!> L-Reactor res”ms operat (on, to redes fg” the reac-
tor outfal 1, and to oparate L-Reactor (n a way that assures a
balanced blolcglcal canmnlty 1“ the lake. The Record of OeCI -
s (on prepaI-d bf the Oeparttnent on th Is E IS w I I I state the
cool( rig-water m(t (get (on Measures that WI 1 I b taken wh (ch wt I I
al Iw L-Re:~ctor opsrat Ion b b in comp I lance with the condi-
tions of ail NP~S permit to be Issued L?f the State of Scuth
Gro 1f na.

See the responses to Canmnts AJ-1 and BG-4 reyrdl ng seepage
b9slns and ground-water contam(natfon at SW and 00E grm”d-
water prot+>ti Ion canml tfnents.

Sect Ion 4.4.3 dlscussrn a Iternat Ives to the use of the L-Area
seepage b!; (n that are under cons (derat(on. st”d(e~ of the
hydrostrat I graph (c units show that condlt Ions at L-Area are
d(fferent Fran those at M-Area (Sect fens 3.4.2.1 a“d 5.1.1.4)0
I f the L-AI,ea seeps@ bs(n (s used, the anal ysf,s Indicate that
the f I ltert~ de(onlzed disassembly-basin wastwater W( I 1 seep
Into the stlal IW ground water and flow lateral Iy to seep l(ne
springs alnng Steel Creek.

The u~ard head dl fferentlal between the Tuscaloosa and Conga-
ree Formt tons at L-Area Is present I y about 3.1 meters. Pro-
ject ions lt,dlcate that th (5 an upward head dl fferent(al W( I I
cent I “ue tc, be present for 10 or tmre years after L-Reactor
operation resumes; thfs Includes the effects of (ncreased puinp-
lng at SRP {n support of L-Reactor. This head differential and
the clay lziyerS kneath L-Area tend to protect the Tuscaloosa
~u(fer (st,e Sect Ion 4.1.2.2 of th(s f(nal El S).

The SRP has d 1scharged contaml nat ed wastenater to seepage
basins In the centrol mrf of the plant s(te s!nce the
mld-1950s. To date, there has bn no contaml nat Ion of the
Tuscal_a Aq”/ fer 1“ th(s area. Also, see the r~~nse b
canmnt AJ-. I regard I ng seepage bs ( ns and ground-water
contaml nat(on at Sm.
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Table M-2. NE responses to aments on Draft EIS (contlrnted )

Responsa

BM-6 There Is known to h ser IOUS contaml nat ton of ground water fran
seepage bslns presently In use at a numb3r of support tacl I 1-
t I w whose work I oad w1 I I 1ncrease WI th L*eactor startup. The
M-area I just mentioned and the chemical separations areas face
a 33$ Increase In activity. lt Is presently planned to phase
out use of seepage kslns over a p-arlod of tlm, estimated In
the case of the M-area bs I ns to ta by March 1985. To Increase
the Ioti on these bas I ns bsfore protect I ng our groundwater fram
further contaml nat Ion Is unacceptab Ie env I ronmenta I pract Ice -
as Is the use of seepa~ basl ns for waste disposal In genera 1.

Increased use of groundwater fo I I ow I ng L-Reactor startup adds
to wr concern In that possible Impacts on head dl fferentlals
at various places under the Savannah River Plant raise ques-
tions about tieper qul fer contmnl nation In the future.
According to the draft E IS:

n I ncremnta I ground-water pump I ng f rm the Tusca Ioosa
For~t!on, requ! red to supwrt the r=umpt ion of
L-R@actor operat I on, w I I I occur I n f I ve areas on
SRP... The I ncrementa I wI thdrawa I of water fran the
Tuscaloosa Forfnat Ion at K-Area and the Centra 1 Shops
WI I I not af feet the prot=tlon of the E I Ienton and
Tusca Ioosa aqu I fers afforded ~ the upward head d If-
f erent I al ktueen the Tusca I oosa a“d Conger~ Form-
+Ions. In F- and H-Areas, this head dl f terentlal no
longer exists at the producing wel Is, and the
downward head dl f ferent I a I at these we I Is w I I I be
Increased when the I ncr-nta I PUMPI ng for L-Reactor
starts. However, the hydrostrat I graph i c propert I es
of the overlying wells will continua b offer
protection to the El Ienton and Tuscaloosa aquifers at
the pumpl ng we I Is. At the sewage tes 1ns the head
dlfterentlal betw6en the Tuscaloosa and Congaree
Formtlons WI I I te reduced by drawdown to abut 3.6
wters I n F-Area and to near zero I n H-Area. n

DOE is Canmltted to perform mitigative act Ions at SW to reduce
POI Iutants released to the ground water and to establ Ish with
the State of South Caro I I na a mutua I Iy agreed-on canp I I ante
schedu le. Studies are b31 ng conduct~ on the phaseout of seep-
age @s Ins at SRP. Also, see the responses to canments AJ-1
and BG4 regard I ng seepa~ hs I ns and ground-water contaml na-
t Ion at SW and DOE ground-water protect Ion cmml tints. Sec-
tions 3.1.1.2 and 5. 1.1.4 have hn expanded to Include a nvre
thorcugh dl scusslon of lncr~ntal ground-water Impacts and the
protection of publ Ic hea Ith and safety.

‘Th Is Is not the case I n M-Area where the
hydrostrat 1graph lC character] st Ics of the subsurface
mteria Is are dlf ferent fran those In F- and
H-Areas. In addltlon, the tiwnward head dl f ferentlal
betwean
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COmmnt Cmments Responses
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the Congaree and Tusca l~sa Forwt ions WI I I tm
Increased bf about 2.6 meters at the M-Area seepage
bas I ns as the resu I t of Increased pumpI ng to supporl
the L-Reactor.,, (DE IS, 5-9, 5-12)

BM-7 According to Dr. A. R. Jarrett of the Departmnt of Agrlcu 1- See the r3sponse to canfmnt AW-I which addresses Dr. Jarrettls
tural Engl neerlng at Pennsy Ivanla State Un Iverslty: remarks.

‘Page 3-25 and Appendix F [of the draft E IS 1 reveal
an extens I w revl - of the total heads exlstl ng at
various locations wlthln the SW. These resu Its are
sumwrlzed several p laces, partlcu Iar Iy Figures 3-8
and 3-9, wh Ich sbw mst of the SRP to b III a zone
of upward hydrau I IC gradient frm the Tuscaloosa f.ar-
wt Ion to the Congaree formt ton. The equal ~ten-
tlal mp, Figure 3-9, revea Is the rnagnltude of these
head di fferences rang!ng from an uward head dl ffer-
ence of greater than 30 feet in the swam region near
the Savannah RI ver where the Congaree Is drawn down
to supwrt the firm In this river. As one moves
northward, the upward dl fferent I al ~cre.gses u“ti I it
reaches an equal head condltlon near Par Pond and
then a reversal Imp Iyl ng that there Is presently f Ion
froim the Congaree Into the Tuscaloosa In the area of
Par Pond. Figure 3-9 does not quant I fy the mgnitude
of this downward gradient but does suggest that Par
Pond a“d the s.rrmnding area !s a recharge zone for
the Tuscaloosa. This entire analysis IS done US I ng
wel I data fran the area, but nothl ng Is said about
the condition of pumpl ng or the pumping history of
wel Is used I n the anal ysls when the head data were
taken. It mst b assumed that these data are under
conditions of no WI thdrawal. The only Dump drawdonn
data I could f I nd In the report was on page 3-36
where draw down w 1ues of 6 to 12 meters are suggested
as typical for the exist i ng withdrawal rates of the
Tusca I cosa. I f one super I reposes these drawd~ns to
the stagnant wel I I eve Is from the Tuscaloosa, the
area of dwnward qadlent enlarges as shown in
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F Igures 1 and 2 . . . . Even using the b meter data
en Iarges the recharge area to Inc Iude the L-Reactor
area and dur I ng d I scharges crest I ng a 12 meter draw-
down essential Iy the who Ie SRP kcom a recharge
area. n

I am not a hydrolqlst, but I do knon that such cons Ideratlons
are vital to an understand ng o+ groundwater f IM and therefore
possible aqul fer contami nation. It is obvious that questions
abut hydrology rernaln unanswered.

BM-8 In conclusion, the priority assunmd In the following illustra-
tive statwnt from the draft EIS Is mst disturbing: ‘Ilf an
engineerl ng alternative coo I lng-water system Is Imp Iefnented
after the restart of L-Reactor, success Ions I recovery of the
Steel Creek system wou Id begin as soon as the a Iternat Ive !s
implemented. Any alternative that postu Iates a delay of the
restart necessari Iy resu Its I n a loss of production that cannot
b recoverd. 81

Let us mke It clear that we South Carol! nlans consider the
protection of our env!ronnmnt to b3 a vital Iy Important prl Or-
lty; Indeed, It Is part of wr national securlw. We are vary
aware that dam~ to the environment cannot b undone easl Iy,
frequently not at al 1.

We are bl ng asked to accept the Wstructlon of a large area
of wetlands, the rembl I Izatlon of curie afmunts of ceslum,
further contaml nation of the groundwater and possibly of cur
sources of drlnkl ng water - al I severe and essential Iy irre-
versible Impacts. In express I “g concern ab.au+ the Impacts we
have fr6quent Iy bsen told that the I ncre~ntal dangers they
represent are sml I and that we slwu I dn ‘t worry. WE al so
wants “s to accept without question the assumption that a two
percent Increase In the plutonlum Inventory Is worth the
damages we rrust pay.

In Section 4.4.2, the EIS con~res the lmplemntatlon of
cool I rig-water alternatives bfore and after restart. Thls can-
parl son encompasses a num~r of factors. A loss of prod”ctlon
Is a factor that WI I I be considered 1n pr6parl ng the Record of
Declslon. The Record of Decision WI I I state the decl slon a“d
any mitigation rmasures DOE WI I I undertake. Also see the rs-
sponses to Canmnts BM-I and BM-3 regardl ng the Record of
Oecislo” on this EIS a“d cco!lng-water mitigation alternatives.

We submit that the burden of proof Is thel rs; that It Is to WE
to prove thel r case much nure convl ncl ng Iy than has taen dune
w far.
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WT I ~L AUDUBON SW I En
Southeast Reg Ions I Off ice

P.O. 6ox 1268, ~arles~n, S.C. 29402 (803) 723-6171

Novemkr 3, 1983

~ name Is Terrence Lar i mr. I am the southeastern reg I ona I
representat I w for the Nat Ions I Audubon SoCl ety. Prev I ous to
my mployfnent with Audubn I worked WI th the Unlvers IN of
Georg I a 1s Schw I of Forest Resources, U.S. Forest Servl ce and
the U.S. Fish and WI Idllfe Service.

The Nat Ional Audubon Society Is a private. nonprofit mmbrshlp
organization. We are dedicated to the conservation of WI Id I Ife
and other natura I remurces and for the =und protect ion of our
natura I envl ronrnsnt. Audubn has roughly 500,000 mmbers and
nearly 500 Iota I ~apters. We operate 75 wI Id I I fe sanctuaries
and we publish AUOUMN magazl ne and AMERICAN BIROS.

Our concern v I th the Draft Envl roninenta I Impact Stat6ment
(DE IS) on the Savannah River Plant L+eactor centers prlmarl Iy

BN-1 on its possible effects on wlldllfe habitat. Speclfical Iy, we S- the response
are concerned w1th Its ef feet on wood stirk forag I ng habl tat 1n foragl ng sites.
Beaver Dam and Stee I Creak Swaws. The OE I S acknow I edges that
wetlands I n the Savannah R 1ver P Ian* (SRP) are Important forag-
ing sites for the near~ Blrdsvl I Ie Rookery of the endangered
wood stork. tbwever, the ef fact of the I@s of these forag 1ng
areas, due to L-Reactor p lent operat Ion (h I gh, hot, po I I uted
water), on the colony Is not dl scussed. We bel I eve that these
areas are critical to the contl nued success of the Blrdsvl I Ie
Rookery and that th Is prob lam has not keen adequately
addressed.

to canment ~-l regardl ng the wd stork and
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It Is a knmin fact that weed storks have h 1gh food requ I r_ntS
durl ng the nestl ng season, 201 kl Iogratm per nestl ng pair. I t
Is a I so known that wood storks w1 I I abandon nests when food
becomes a I Imltl ng factor.

BN-2 The DEIS acknowldg6d the swavs of Beaver Dam Creek and Steel
Creek are Important forag I ng areas for the wood sfurk. Is It
not I Ikely that et imlnatlon of these foragl ng areas WI I I reduce
the food resource to a pol nt nhere Colonles might be abandoned
durl ng what would have previous IV been only moderately adverse
natural rnnd It Ions? That Is, WI I I not the colony fal I nuch
fmre often durl ng per Iods of mderate stress after the 16s of
an important feedl ng area than It WU I d have tafore that 10ss7

BN-3 Along these sanm I I nes, not only are foraging areas along
Beaver Dam and Stee I Creek In Jeopardy but current mnagement
practices on the SRP may Lx3 reducl ng other nearby foraging
areas. Last year near I y 200 beavers were trapped i n a thre6-
mnth period on the SRP at a cost of $15,000. Essential IV al I
beavers were k I I I ed on the area. b I n fornmt Ion on the numhr
of t9aver traps, the number of trap sites, or trap site rela-
tlon to actual baver dama@ to ral Iroad bed or roadway bds Is
mnt Ioned.

BN4 1 ra I se these quest tons because of the concern over the
relationship tetween teaver ponds and foragl ng areas for wood
storks. It Is a wel I known fact that bsaver ponds provide
valuable WI Id life habitat for mny spec16s. It Is likely that
they provide excel lent foragl ng habitat for wood storks. This
is a auostion that has not ken addr8ssed and shou Id b9.

BN-5 The question of mitigating loss of crl tlcal foraging areas Is
not adequately d! SCUSS4 in the OEIS. it should be. Hw Will
this habitat te rep laced?

SW the response to canwnt ~-l reqrdlng Inclhnces of
foraging at SW I-tIons and I ncluslon of fmre detal led data
In Appendix C, Sect Ion C.3.2 of this EIS, and the response to
cmwnt ~-2 rqard I ng abandonment of co Ion I =.

Due I n part to a lack of natural predators, the beaver popula-
t Ion on the SRP has Increasd mrked Iy In recOnt years. Be-
cause kaver act Ivlty has had adverse Impacts on ( 1 ) 750 acres
of timber, (2) envlrontmntal mnl tori ng of streams, and (3)
datnsged r~ds and ral I roads, consultatlo”s were held with the
U.S. Fish and Wlldllfe Service and the South Carollna Wlldllfe
and Marine Resources Departnmnt. An evaluation of several
a Iternatlva actions r=mmendd that a selective trappl ng pro-
gram be Implemntd at 34 areas. Dur Ing a 3-rfonth ~rlod, 196
baver were trapped and remved at a cost of $16,231.50. Thls
management approach has not et iml nated the ent Ire beaver
POPUIat Ion on the SRP.

Wood storks fram the Blrdsvl I Ie colony cannwn Iy used black gum
[~ SY lvat(ca) and cypress swamps for for~l ng. Black gum
swamps Canprlse( 33 percent of the foragi “g sites. Beaver
probbly used frany of these sites mmt Im I n the past. The
most product Ive stork foragl ng site In terms of f Ish resources
(blanass per square M9terl was a recent kaver-dammd black g“m
swamp. wood storks probbly brief It fran foragl ng habitat
created by b3aver dam construct Ion.

Mitigation of foraging areas In the Steel CreA swamp might &
accomp I I shed through the Imp I emntat Ion of the a Iternat I ve
cooling systas discussed in Sectlo” 4.4.2.
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BN-6 Surraundl ng foragl ng areas are pr IMari Iy o“ private lands wh lch See the r<]spo”se to can~nt AO-10 regardl ng habitats for the
are under lncreasl “g pressure to dra!n and c Iear for agrlcu 1- uood stork.
tural use. Indeed, the annua I f Ioodl ng and concurrent resupply
of forage f Ishes to the waters associated with the Savannah
River Swamp Sysfm mka the Beaver Oam Creek and Steal Creek
areas especl al Iy va Iuable to foragl ng wood storks. More valu-
able than nearby wet land areas * Ich are not annua I Iy f Iooded
by the r i VeF.

The supposition that waod storks WI I I slmp [y mve 1ntv ‘other.
areas I f Beaver Oam Creek and Stee I Creek are lost to them Is
at best wishful thinking. Cumulative loss of wetlands to agrl -
cu Itural use and L-Reactor cperation WI I I I Ikely prove fatal to
this Important sqmnt of endangerd species pc.pu Iatlon. This
question should te mre careful Iy examined In the final
Envl ronme”ta I Impact Statemnt.

BN-7 Indeed the ent I re quest Ion of the ef feet of L~eactor start-up
~

See the r~ponse to canmsnt AO-3 reprdl ng Inc Iuslon of nvre
of the B I rdsvf I Ie Rookery na6ds further examl nat Ion. The detailed data In Appndlx C, Section c.3.2 of this EIS.

. maJorl~ of the OE IS I nformat Ion on -d storks Is bas6d on
u
m

data gathered during less than half of last year; s breed 1ng
season. This Is obviously not a large enough data tmse to form
any sound mncluslons.

BN-8 In CO”C I“slon the OEIS for L-Reactor operation on the Savannah See the rcspo”se to canwnt ~-2 regard I ~ the use of forag I ng
River Plant Is woeful Iy Inadequate In Its handling of possible
impacts on the wocd stork popu Iatlon of the BI rdsvl [ le

s I tes at S,RP versus s 1tes not I ocated on the SRP.

Rookery. The Importance of foragl ng habl tat in Beaver Oam
Creek and Steel Creek and the ef feet of the I r loss on the
rookery needs further examination. Possl ble mlt Igatlo” sclems
shou Id ta ~plored and enhancmnt of alternat Ive feedi ng areas
considered.
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R. 1. (BOB) NEWW
388 Wahoo Or I ve

Frlpp Island, S.C. 29920

PREPARED STATEWSNT
PUBLIC HEARI tG

MFF ENVIRONMENTAL STATEMENT, L-REACTOR OPERAT 10N ,
SAVANNAH RIVER PLANT

November 3, 1983

I am Robert 1. Nwnmn, residing on Frlpp Island, here In Beau- Ccftumnts noted.
fort Cnunty and a consumer of water from the Beau fort-Jasper
water systm. I m a Ch6wIlca I Englnear, registered in South
Caro I i na and New Jersey. I worked for A I I I ed Chemical Corp.
for 37 years--the last 15 In various nuc Iear-related proJects
(including 7 years with Al Iled-Gneral Nuclear Services). I
was elected a Fel IW of the American Institute of Chemical En-
gl neers and a Oip lunate of the American As-cl at ion of Environ-
m“ta I Englnwrs. I servd one year on the Clem30n Unlverslty
Board of Vlsltors.

Before endeavoring ta counter =M of the Kost often wlced o~
Ject Ions to the restart of the L-Reactor, I wou I d 11ke to put
forth S.9vera I bas Ic mns I derat Ions. 1, personal Iy, feel these
are factors which should k taken Into account In the makl ng of
any dec! slon af feet Ing, anvng other things, our envl ronment. I
th 1nk they are Important to the future of the nat Ion. I hope
they are cons 1der6d 1mprfant to the DOE I n th Is rotter. I
w1sh they were i n the reason I ng process of those OPPOSI ng the
restart.

First, our resources of tuth mney and P90PI0 (both technical Iy
trained and leaders) han a flnlte Ilmlt. Any wastage of
el ther wst divert resources auay from other, maybe mare impor-
tant, activities. We hear often that other countries are g8t-
tl ng ahead of us In technology. We al I knua our Pvernmnt Is
runnl ng with anorrmus def Iclts. I think we would all like to
see wr people in Congress spend fmre tlm instructively act-
1ng to stq the arms race; tut there are on I y 24 hours I n a day
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and unn=essarytlm spenton one rotterIs tlfm not aval Iable
for other matters.

Second, we can never achieve the !Ibestn solution to any prob-
1em. Regard less of what remedy 1s Aveloped, -M ambltlous
research person Is going to com up with an idea that might be
better. mat we mst strive for Is sa Iut ions * Ich are ade-
quate to serve the necessaw purpose--not the mst e I egant.
Our decls Ion process mst cons lder the al tern at I ves and thel r
costs In dol Iars, tlm (which often equates to dol Iars) and
other rmurces.

Third, try as we my, we can never ach I eve Prfectlon or an
actlvlfy In which there ls~rlsk. Yet, we see time and tlnm
again the spendl ng of enormous r-urces b avoid minl~ule
risks because of mnotlon or unfounded cries of concern.

Fourth and final Iy, one nust compare one risk (both magnitude
and I Ike I I hood) wI th others we may btter understand and ac-
cept. 1, persona I I y, cannot acc6pt the argutnent that nuc I ear
risks are di fferent te.cause they are not our p6rsonal choice,
whi (e f lying In an airplane (for Instance] 1s an activity in
which we do not Wrtlclpate un less we choose to da so. men I
walk down the sldewa Ik, If a drunken drlnr swerves off the
street and hits me, that Is not by my &oIce, ht 1 am sure
statistics show mre people han bsen ki I led bf such an acci-
dent than by the hand I I ng or manufacture of nuc tear mterl als.

Non I wou Id like to ament on several of the objections tu
the restart of L-Reactor as vo I ced I n the record I have seen.
These are not necessari I y I n order of Importance tut rather 1n
the order I noted them as I read the absurd Iy lengthy tran-
scrl pts and letters on th 1s miter.

LOSS OF WETLANOS HABI TAT ANO DAffiER TO ENOANGEREO SPECIES

This may t!e the frost picayune obJectlon ral~d against the re-
start. Of the SRP area, on Iy some 12$ of the wetlands WI I I b
affected. bokl ng at It another way, only some 2.5$ of the
s Ite w1 I I k affected bf the hot water f ran the operat Ion of
the L+eactor. Maybe tmse obJect I ng da not knw that wI Id-
1I fe can wa Ik or f Iy tu unaffected areas. Mayb they do not
want ti real lze that the SW area IS protably the f I nest
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WI I d I I fe refuge I n South Caro I I na--ke~ I ng even the ‘e@nutsn
fram disturbing the WI Idllfe. ~ they knw about the Savannah
River Ecology Laboratory wh Ich Is dol ng such a fantastic Job
because of the efforts funded ~ the DOE and the I ack of peep I e
on the site? There Is an artl f Icial lake on the sits-+ar
Pond. Th Is I ake race Ives hot water frm reactor o-rat Ions.
When I Ilved In Barnwel 1, I heard n’eny times of local fishermen
sneaking Into Par Pond (sometimes caught) to catch the large
fish In the wnd--therml PI Iution? To carry wt many addi-
tional studies, to bul Id -Ilng towers to avert a non-problem
is a love I y examp Ie of waste of resources.

I MSO I ATE OR CUNULAT I VE RADIATION EFFECTS

I have no quarrel that an excess dose of radiation WI I I harm
me--ar anyone. But I compare this with being hit with a
wheeled nhlc le. Itd h dead if It were a 10 ton truck going
50 ml Ies an hour. I would not be hurt so much If It were a
tricycle ridden by a four-year-old. Slml Iarly, a radlatio”
dose of 500,000 mllllrem might kill fra. One mllllr~ wo”tt! I
touched above on ccinpar I sons. Let’s look at wme here. The
est 1mated impact on nearw res i dents fr.an al rbrne re leases
WI I I k less than 0.5 ml I I I rem per year. The d=e to consufners
of Beau fort-Jasper water might reach less than 0.05 ml I Ilrem
per year. These are abve teckgrcund rad I at Ion Ieve I s--the
natural radlatlon we are al I exposed to In this area. NW
Ietls look at the comparl~ns. Shou I d the Rocky Nounta I n area
( I Ike Oenver) be posted ‘TO ENTER THIS AREA IS OANGSROUS TO
YOUR HEALTH.7 Its radiation level IS 100 ml I I lrem higher than
the gaod P60P Ie of South Caro I I na w I I I k exposed to because of
L-Reactor restart--and Denver does not have a h I gh cancer In-
c I dence. Our worthy Legls Iators spend a lot of t iIM I n the
State House I n Co Iumb! a. Columbla Itself has a higher &ek-
ground red I at Ion I evel than Barnwel I or Beau forf because of
higher altltude (cosmic radlatlon) and the canwsltlon of the
ground (~re radioactive). But also, a radlatlon survey of the
State House has shown that, because of the rad loact I ve Tan Ite
us6d In Its construction, radlatlon levels are quite high—as
much as 500 ml I I 1rem above kckground wtslde the Governorts
Off Ice. There are many areas of South Caro 11na where radi at 10”
levels are higher than those fu wh lch the good people of Be8u-
fort ml ght be exposed f ram the restart of L-Reactor &cause of
a Ititude or rock (radloactlve) outcrcppl ng. I cannot
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understand why mm POP Ie of Beau fort Hi I I travel to Al ken or
take so much other t Im to protest an actl vlfy which might sut-
Ject them b an exposure to a carcl nogen (rad Ioact Ive tTaterlal )
at a level of, say, lx of the federal I Imit when thq are
sl lent on the fact that their water canpany ragu Iarly dal I vers
water to them with trlhalwmthane (another carclnopn) content
exceedl ng the federal I Imlts--over 100,S! Such mlsdi rected
concern can on Iy Icad--or try to lead--w a rea I waste of r~
sources If this mlnlscule exposure Is r~ul red tv b rduced.

CONSEQUENCE OF ACC I DENTS

One fundamental mnslderatlon In the assessment of the wn-
sequence of an accident In nuclear actlvltles Is the ‘stored
energy. wh Ich can dl sburse radloact Ive inaterlal. Unllke a
nuc I ear power p Iant, L-Reactor w I I I operate at Ion pressures
and ta~ratures. Accord I ng I y, there Is not the h I gh tetnpera-
ture nor the h I gh pressure potent I a I to spread f 1ss Ion products
into the env I rons as one ml ght b I i ave. fbwever, there Is a
rea I cons i derat I on that mst peep [e I Ike to over look. There
are natura I processes, not a f unct Ion of eng I neer I ng or cOn-
struct I on that cannot be 1gnored, though thsy have occurred re-
peatd Iy I n nuc Iear ml shaps. There have teen reactor accl dents
In the U. S., i n Canada, I n Eng land. In every case, the actua I
release was a factor of 1,000 to 100,000 tlms less than tiat
had &n predicted to resu It (US I ng models s Iml Iar to those on

which the mlnlmal releases frcin L*eactor were calcu Iated).
Th ls Is rea I Iy not surpr Is 1ng when one apprecl ates the natura I
phenomena such as agg ICinerat ton, condensat Ion, Imp I ngement,
etc. WhI ch take p lace regard I ess of des I gn. Another factor
which comes Into play--and certainly dld at TM I--Is that two of
the radlonucl Ides of tmst concern, ceslum and Iodine, are both
volatl le. However, they also have a great af f Inlty for mch
other and prcinptly combine chmlcal Iy to fonm ceslum Iodide,
which Is not wlat(le and settles ciJt on surfaces or is caught
In the fl Iter system.

CONTANI NAT 10N OF THE TUSCAL~SA AQUIFER

I was respons I b I e for the hydrology stud I es for the Barnwel I
nuclear plant, downstream frm the SRP above the Tuscaloosa.
Our studies clear Iy showed that the Tuscaloosa was under a

L
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hydrau I Ic head higher than the overlying aqul fers, so that any
flow hstw6an them would b fram the Tuscaloosa up, not frm the
uPPer aqul ferS down Into the Tuscaloosa. The L-Reactor E“vi.
ronmenta I Assessment supports th Is on page 3-16. Gran*~ there
are ho Ies In the aqulc Iude above the Tuscaloosa, but that
aqul fer Is w Immense that any loss of its water through these
holes, or abandoned wel Is, Is Inslgnlficant.

NEED FCR PUBLIC PARTICIPATION

When NEPA was enacted over a decade ago, I cheered It Lk3cause I
perceived that It would require that dec[slon Mkers would have
to take Into consideration some of the bslcs I earl Ier I I std
I Ike we I gh I ng of a I tern at f ves and conservat Ion of resources I n
a real Istlc m.ner. ~ current prceptlon Is that NEPA has
bean prostituted and IS bel ng used w those opposing any action
they do not favor Iv delay and delay the act Ion--l n mny cases
kl I I Ing it just bf the passage of tlm, not for any rOal,
proven or *mnstrated reason. Hare, WI th L*eactor restart at
stake, the publ Ic record of operations at the Savannah RI ver
Plant--especlal Iy the reactors-% learly refut= the crl.3S of
opposition. Publ Ishl ng of the Envlronmenta I Assesswnt gave
further support. Yet poorly founded obJect Ions have resu !ted
In the expenditure of large sum of rfoney (sore of It SUPP I led
~ me In taxes), the waste of mny hours of tlnm of highly
quallfld people who could have ken working productively, and
the diversion of the efforts of N.ambers of @ngress, State
leaders and federal and state regu Iatory agenrf peep 10. I an
see no w I dence that any obJector has sbwn and proved there
WI I I be any slgnl f I cant Impact fran the operation of L-Reactor
when Judged against rational criteria. In this regard, It Is
notable that, with no exception I have found, the people of
nearh cmmun Itles gl ve fu I I support to the restart-opposition
coml ng from those with less fami I Iarity with SRp operafl On.
Nearby res I dents work at the SW, have rel at I ves or fr i ends
workl ng there or have retl red, In Pd hea Ith, from working
there. I f any obJector WI shes to ccunter this by sayl ng they
are doing this, knculng there Is danger, let them say so, face
to face, fu these people, tel I i ng them they are del I Mratel y
Jaopardl zing the future of their friends or their ch I I dren.
Many of the Health Physics professionals work! ng at the plant
are parents, they knua the effects of radlatlon. Does anyone
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real Iy think they are dl sregardl ng the future of their cun
chl Idren?

COMLUS 10N

This has not, obvlwsly, ken a technlcol presentation. The
record Is rep lete with techn Ical facts. But mny people either
do not understand or thw prefer to Ignore facts In preference
to mtion.

Let m close by mentioning an article I wrote tilch was Pub-
1I shed last Oecmnber I n THE STATE and 1n THE SEAUFORT GAZETTE.
It compard ninny of the obJectors tv nuc Iear act Ivltles tu
Chicken Lltt Ie--the mlsgulded creature which, after bet ng hit
on the head, went arwnd sayl ng, ‘The sky Is fat I I ng. n Whl Ie
unfounded, Its cries alarmed M3ny others. The article led off,
‘Why an!t South Carol I na @t may from the ‘Chicken Little
Syndromt (the sky Is fal I Ing)? Mny reporters and edltorlal
writers vossly dl stort the picture of nuclear act Ivltl= from
the f actua I s Ituat Ion. The sam gms for a numtar of our lead-
ing Plltlclans. n

Thank you for letting me part ICl pate In this waste of tlfne.

R. 1. w.sw~n, P.E.

L
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STATEMENT OF REPRESENTATIVE WRRI ET ~YSERL I N2 =FORE
THE DEPARTMENT OF ENE~Y HEAR I ffi NOVEMKR 3, 1983

I appreciate the Wwrtun lty to appear &fore you today. I do
not have a sclentf f (c background, so as I read the Draft En-
v ( ronmnta I Impact Statement, I was axam( n I ng the process bf
whfch you wI II mke your dec!slons rmre than the sClentlfl C
data. I am glad that others here WI 1 I speak with know ledge and
authority on the techn (cal and sclentl f Ic aspects of the El S.

8P-1 At your May 27, 1983 hear(ng, I stated that (t was mV oplnlon
that wc Iear hazards are nuc Iear hazards, whether they k r-
Iat%d to canmerclal or defense facl I It(es; and therefore,
nuclear safeti crlterla and standards shou Id be the sam for
al 1. For that reason I supported an E IS for the L-Reactor.

For the sam reason I urg8 you again, as YCU I Isten to the r-
sponses and test Irmny suhl tted to you th Is week, to fmke dec ( -
s(ons wh fch w ( 1I require of the L-Reactor the sam standards
for the protect (on of hea I th and safety as are requ I red of ccin-
nk3rcial fac(l!tleso

W-2 As I read through the Draft E IS I had an uneasy feel I ng that,
as alternatives were evaluated and we(ghed, the overr(dl ng
cons I derat Ions were t f m and expense, and that a Iternat t ves
wh Ich cou I d not meet the January 1, 1984 start-up were not
seriously cons Idered. I sincerely hope this (s not so, for the
health a“d safety of the paop [e of south Caro I ( na and Ge.org I a,
non and for future generations, must be cons (dered wual IY.

Chapter 7 of the E IS presents the Federal and state envfronmn -
tal prot.sctlon regu Iations that are appl I cable to the restarf
of L-Reactor. The restart of L-Reactor WI I I canply with al I of
th~e regulations. For examp le. the proposed restarf of
L-Reactor w(I I b in ccinpllance with an WES prmlt Issued by
the State of %uth Caro 1( na, a“d the restart of L-Ractor W( I I
te (n COMPI (ante w(th DOE radfat (on protect (on stan~rds that
are comparable to those of the Nuc Iear Regu Iatory Canmlsslon
(10 CFR 20) for a production fac(llty (I. e., 500 mfllfrem to
the who Ie Lody 1“ any one calendar year).

WI th respect to eng I neered safety features such as a conta ( n-
ment donm, the need for spec(f (c englneerd safety features Is
based upon JImltlng potential rad(olw(cal consequences. The
potential radiological conseqwnc~ are relatd to the des (gn
and operation of the specl f (c type of re=tor taf ng cons ldered;
for example, the Fort St. Vraln reactor, which 1s a @s-cooled
cafmmrc( a I reactor 1n Co Iortio, has no conta ( nnmnt donm and was
1 Icensed for o~ratlon by the MC.

The purpose of the E IS ts to eva Iuate the envfro”m”tal conse-
quences of the proposal restart of L-Reactor. In accordance
with the Councl 1 on Env(ronmnta I Qua] ltyts regu Iat Ions fmple-
frent I ng the procedura i prov 1s Ions of NEPA, the Department’s
preferred alternat Ive ( lnc Iudlng m(t (yt Ion a Iternat I ves) are
ident(f(ed In this final EIS.



Table M-2. ~E responses to -nts on Draft EIS (continued)

C0mm9nt Comments Responses
numb3r

The Record of Dec(slon on this EIS w( II state the alternatives
to be (mplermnted. The R%Cord of Decision w(II addr~s the
alternatives considered (n reach(ng the decfslon, environ~n-
tally preferable alternatives, and preferences for alternatl=s
based on technfcal, econanlc, and statuto~ mfsslons of the
a~ncy, and whether al I practicable mans to avofd envfronmn -
tal effects frm the selected alternat~ve have ken adopted.

I would llke to say, In closlng, that I was pleased to read of
the tr~danlng of the health studies of cancer and fnfant
death, a sub.lect of great concern here. We w(II h waft(”g
anxfousiy to learn the results.

\,

\
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STAT~ENT OF THE LEAGUE OF -N VOTERS W NCRTHERN BEAUFOR1
~NTY AT A ME HEARlffi N TWE ~FT EIS OF THE

I am Dr. Z- Tsagos.
the representat I w of

I appear kfore you for the third time as
the LWVNBC where I hold the Energy Chair.

Since todayts meeting Is abut the Draft E I S on the restart of
the L-Reactor at the SW, we have d9cl ded that we wou I d concen-
trate on the Draft El S response to the f Ive r%canmndatlons
wh I ch we present6d at the Stop 1ng meet I ng I n August. *VI ng
read a I I the presentations wde w Indlvldua 15 and ~ organ lza-
t Ion representat I ves at the four *OP I ng met I ngs as pub I I shed
by DOE, we feel sure that other aspects of the L-Reactor
start-up WI I I k coverd, either here or at the other hearings.

At the SCOPI ng meet I ng our fourth recanwndat Ion concerned
Itself with safety plannl ng and the steps to k taken durl ng a
serious accident at the SRP, onslte and of fslte. We stressed
the Imwrtance of Iettl ng people knon h- an mnergen~ would b
hand led.

Both in the bdy of the EIS (4.2.1 .3.) and in Appndlx (H) a
caref u I I y de I I neatd program of safety masures ls presented.
We quote fran Append ix (H.2. 1. ) the fo I Ioul ng two statements:
,,The mE-SR Is developing a set of 1 I Emerganw Management
Plans for nmnagl ng enmrgencles on and off the SUP (DOE, 1983
a-k )11 and ~E-SR has recent Iy entered Into agreement wI th lead
agencies of Sduth Carol 1na (DOE, 1983m) and Georg la (DOE,
1983n) to prepare such p Ians.,a

The point we wish to stress here is that a Ithough In the thirty
years of operation there w- mparentl y some I Ialson with key
persons I n Georgl a, South Caro 11na and the South Caro 1I na
Counti= within 80 kl l~ters of the SRP in case of an mr-
gency, the concept of careful Iy developed step ~ step action
aPParent 1Y is a recent Pr~ram fr~ the dates cl ted abve. We
f Ind this clwr cut response encouraging. There was no I ndlca-
tlon of any of this In the EA.
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SQ-1 We are dlsappi nted that nothing is plann8d t9f0re Start-up See the response to Cunmnts AJ-I and BG+ regard I ng sewage
about the prob I em of ground water usage and contaml nat Ion. We bslns and WE*S c.afnmltmnts for ground-water protection, and
had presented as cur one recommendation that the seepage taslns the response to canmnt BA-5 regardl ng dl sposal of h Igh- and
b rep laced bf other mns of conta 1nmnt of rad Ioact 1w and low-level rad[oactl w waste.
nonrad Ioact I ve cheml ca I wastes.

Instead, we have the fol Imlng (Draft EIS 5.1.1.2.): “The
cheml ca I separations of product and waste f ram the Irradiated
L-Reactor fuel and target assembl I es WI I I result In additional
ef f Iuent discharges to the seepae basl ns at the chemlca I
separations areas. Msed on past experience, aht 1.5 kl lo-
grams per year of mercury . . . and larger quantities of other
chemicals . . . are expected to k discharged to seepage basins
In the F- and H-separat I ons areas due to the operation of the
L-Reactor . . . In addltlon, approximately 7 kl Iograms per year
of the ch Iorlnated degreasl ng solvent (1,1,1 trlchloroethanel
and qmntltles of other chemicals . . . WI I I ta discharged to the
seepage basin In the fuel and target fabrication area . . .n

In an Intervlw on July 1, 1983 with Roger E. Davis, Assistant
Deputy Cunml ss loner of Env i ronmenta I Qua I I ty tintro I at the
South Caro I I na DHEC w a memkr of the staff (see Research
W.p;:llshed by Energy Research Fou”datlon, July-A”g.st

5, 6, 12) Mr. Davis spoke of the Clean Water Act
of 1977 and about the permitting systa wh Ich passed Into the
Jurl sdlctlon of the states. Before APri I 1, 1983 the SRP per-
ml ts had bon issued by EPA. When SCfWIEC was asked for @nnl t
renewal, It was found that SRP was In VIO Iat Ion of water qual-
ity standards. Asked abcut hls main concern, Mr. Davis namd
ground water contaml nat Ion through seepage bas I ns, I awns, and
other disposal sites. SRP is asking for a variance so that it
can operate the L-Reactor wh I Ie at the same t I me deve 10P a
study on alternative fmans for nuclear and non-nut Iear waste
storage. Unt i I the study Is COMPIeted, the ground water
Pol Iutlon WI I I worsen.
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EQ-2 We are also dlsappol nted that no -gn lzance has ken given to
our th 1rd recomndat Ion to the need for an outs I de, / “dewn-
dent ~oup tv oversee SRP operat Ions along w I th pvernumnt
agencf= su~ as DHEC and others.

There are unlverslt(% and ml Ieges In both South Caro Ilna and
Georgia fran where knowledgeable, guod cltlzens ~n umm to
perform this public service. There are other c(t I zens t groups
wh Ich can k cal led upn. There Is one other factor wh Ich must
be taken (n cons ( derat Ion--the lack of funds to do an ef feet f ve
Job of mn (tiring such as Instal Iatlons at SRP.

I n the aforement Ioned f ntervl w WI th the DHEC Oaputy Wm(s-
sloner, Mr. Davis respond@ tu a question on f und( ng the work
of DHEC at the SRP by =ylng that (t has teen hampered bf lack
of funds because the South Caro I I na Leg(s Iature fee IS that part
of the nuney shou I d - frcin the federal Wvernmnt and added,
,,SO far We have “ot recelvd any I ndicat Ion that the federal
government 1s ~ I ng to prov I de these r=ources. *1 ( r%ference as
above p. 12. )

A ded(cated group with sc(entlf Ic know-how could be of assist-
ance to wgment the I I ml ted forces that DHEC non cumnands.

~E-owned, contractor~perated fac I 1I t Ies, such as the Savannah
River Plant are excluded from WC I fcenslng requlrennnts under
Sect Ion IfO(a) of the Atomic Energy Act as mnded. ~ ts
therefore respons I b Ie for protect I ng the safefi and hea Ith of

the publlc and the envlronmnt from the effects of activltl~
at NE nuc Iear facl I It(es. To assure the hea Ith and safety of
the publ Ic and to protect the envlron,nent, DOE provides an ef-
fective, Independent health and safety overvlw function
through the Ass f stant Secretary for Po I I cy, Safe~ and
Environment, who has no progran responsl bl I(tles w(th respect
to the nuc Iear prcgrams of DOE. The health, safety, and envi-
ronmental protect (on r.9qu frements and progrm of the Ass Istant
Secretary are Imp Iemnted thr~gh a =rl es of Orders and rqu-
Iatlons by DOE program parsonnel. The ODE program p6rsonnel
are then respons I b le for assur I ng contractor canp 11ante. W(th-
1n NE, the health, safety and env(ronmntal protection respn-
slb(lltles are a I(ne fmnagmnt respons(bll(ty assuring clear
Iln= of authority In implementing requlrermnts, and also
assuring that health, =fety and environmental protection Is an
Integral part of each program max(mlzlng the ~nsltlvl~ of al 1
program personnel to r-u ( rements.

In addlt(on tu the health, safety and environmental protection
program of ~, oversight Is alm provided through the mnl-
torlng of SRP actlvltl~ and Joint partlclpatlon (n studfes ~
several state and Federal agenc(es as dl sassed tn Chapter 6 of
this EIS. These programs a“d st”dl~ Include the Gec.rgla
Department of Natura I Reso”rcos (radloanatysls of f (sh near SW
and crabs and oysters near the seacoast and rmnth 1y ana I ys Is of
13 waterqua I Ity parameters), South Caro Ifna and Georgia (alr-
rmn IfDrlng network, fncludl ng eight sampl Ing stations near
SRP), U.S. Geological Survey (continuous mnltorlng of rlmr
f I w and temperature above and be I w the SW), Nat (onal Centers
for Olsease tintrol (ep(dmlologlcal studies), and the Acadmy
of Natural Sciences of Ph IIadelph la ( long-term aq”atlc and
waterwuall~ studies III the Savannah River near SRP). The
current r~orts ticufnent f y the rti 1at Ion fron I tor I ng prqrams
of the states are Env Ironmenta I Rad I at Ion Survel I I ante Report.
Sufmner I 980-Sumr I 982, Georg I a Departnmnt of Natural Ra-
so”rces, and Nuc I ear Fac 1 I lty tin 1tor I n South Caro I I na
Oepartmnt of Health and E nv 1ronwnta I ontro 1.
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Other Independent overs lght act Ivlti= i nitlated by NE Include
Iong-tem aquat!c and waterqua I lty studl es 1n the Savannah
River near SW by the Academy of Natural Scl ences of Phl lade l-
phla, epidemlologlcal studies bf the Los Alan National Labor-
atory and by the Oak Ridge As=clatd Un Ivers Itles, Independent
envlronrmn+al studl%s of the SRP site w the Un I verslty of
Georgl ats Savannah River Ecology Laboralvry, and the conduct of
consul tatlc~ns with the U.S. Fish and WI Idllfe Service and
National Mi]rlne Flsherles Service on endangerti specl es.

DOE has also Inlt Iated a 2-year pr~ram to datennl ne the
envlronmn?al effects of cw I I ng-uater Intake and dl scharp of
the SF6’ pr(>duct Ion reactors. The States of South Caro I I na and
Georgia, the U.S. Envlronmntal Protect Ion Agency, the U.S.
Fish and Wi Idllfe Service, and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
are part lC!pafl ng In this program.

~
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BQ-3 We stl1I would I Ike to see the L-Reactor on a stand-bf tmsls,
as we Indicated in cur fifth recommendation, untl I the vltrl -
flcatlon of high level radioactive waste te made possible. It
Is a pity that the Lul I dl ng of the Defense Waste Processl ng
Facl I Ity had not Wen started ear I ler to perform this very
“ceded operation. The Draft EIS states that It WI I I k put on
stream In 1989. (Draft EIS 5. 1.2.8.)

See a Isa the response to canmnt CX-3 re~rdl ng OOEts response
to the GAO r~ort ent 1t I d ‘Better Overs I ght Needed for Safety
and Health Actlvltles at ~E!s Nuclear Facl Iltles.,,

* stated In SectIon 5.1.2.8, the volum of high-level radio-
active waste to b g3nerated bI chemical process! ng of
L-Reactor lmaterlal was considered I n the EIS for the Oefense
Waste Proc,]sslng Facl Ilty (DWPF); this facl I Ity Is pr-ently
under consrruct Ion at SRP. Thls waste WI I I be stored temporar-
ily In TYW,-I I I double-wal led tanks, which have experienced no
leakage, until the OWPF bglns to Immbi Ilze SRP high-level
waste.

Also see tile response to canrnent BA-5 regardl ~ h Igh-level
waste d I spf>sa 1.

BQ-4 Flna I [y, we conm to our f I rst recommendat Ion made at the SW the re,; ponse to cwrmnt AA-1 reprdl ng * I I ng-ater
Stop I ng Hear I ng; B reccinwndat Ion of part (CU Iar Importance h mltlgatlon alternatives and issuance of an NPOSS ~nnIt for
us who drink the Savannah R! ver water. This has to du with L-Reactor.
thermal ef f Iuent wh Ich WI I I further @grade the Savannah River
as smn as the L-Reactor go8s i n product ton.
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We here quote our recommendation, in part, as we presented it
I n August. 11... we strong Iy recammnd that a m9thod of coo I I ng
the reactor ef f Iuent k Introduced either by recyc 11ng, by
ccollng Pls or by any other acceptable method which wII I cool
the m!ss!ons tv the standard of 90”F acceptable to South
Caro I I na OHEC. ‘v

Since 1977 with the passag3 of the Clean Water Act there has
been further enabl I ng legislation. One of these laws IS con-
nected with permit Issuance to cmpanles that are not WI Iuting
and qual I f.f under the C lean Water Act. Thls Is the National
Pol Iuta”t Discharge E I Iml nation Systen (NPDES). Sl”ce SRP does
not qua I I fy under NPOES, It has asked DHEC b al la the L-
Reactor start-up and to run for f Ive years durl ng wh Ich t i~ an
a Iterative mtbd of cm! I ng the ef f Iuent wou Id k worked
out. It Is our understand ng that OHEC with sons mdi f Icatlons
WI I I grant the permit, or at least that was Mr. Davlsl position
I n Ju Iy before the Issuance of the Draft EIS.

z
T

BQ-5 We wish to end this presentation with a quotation fran a draft
.

See the responses to c.anments BL-15, BL-19, and BL-21 regardl ng
position paper wh Ich was prepard by the staff of the Natural product ion a I ternat Ives.
Resources Oef ense Count I I and was to be sent to ME I n Its
f Inal form I n Ju Iy. On page 5 under ‘Froductlon Alternativesn
occurs the fo I I owl ng stat-nt:

The Draft E IS shou Id consider as a reasonable alter-
native a de I ay I n the operat Ion of the L-Reactor for
an extend6d period to al Icu the lmplerrmntatlo” of
,,m]tlgative alter ”atlves. co,nbl ned with, If neces-

sary, the a Iternatlves of ( I ) boostl ng throughput at
the SRP reactors and the N+eact.ar and (2) Acce I erat-
lng the recove~ of nuclear Mterla Is from the r6-
tlrmnent of obsolete warheads. I n regard b the
f Irst, OOE ncia plans to lnstal I the Mark 15 core In
one of the SPP reactors, which WI I I Increase Its plu -
tonlum produtilon Q approxi~tely 255. The Draft
EIS should address the ~sslbi 11~ of the “se of such
cores I n one or fmre add it Ions I reactors.

Although the Draft E IS shows no Inc I Inatlon on the part of ~E
to de lay i n start I ng the L+eactor, ~rhaps a recons I derat Ion
may be possl ble at what Is propos~ akve.
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EQ-6 We do not f I nd what we have Iearnd fran the Draft El S re.9ssur - See the rf%ponse tv canfmnts AA-I and AA-3 regard I ng I ss!mnce
I ng. We are aware that with the start-up of the L-Reactor of an WOES permit and CxJEts cmmltmnt to canp Iy with al I
there WI I I b four pol Iutlng Surces In the SRP rather than aPPl I cable Federal and state envl ronmental protect Ion requl re-
threa and thev WI I I be under less rigid control than say the rents, and the response to canmnt BQ-2 re~rdl ng 1ndependent
c-rclal Georgia Power VOgtle plant nearby. mnltorl~l and studl-.

Thank you, Mr. ChalrMn.

●




